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Current Topics. 


The Land Registry Lullaby. 

Ir ts plain that the Land Registry has become alarmed about 
the Derby meeting, and the prospect of a campaign against the 
extension of the system of compulsory registration at and before 
the next General Election. It is necessary, if possible, to still 
the agitation, and accordingly an annodyne was despatched by 
Mr. Geratp Batrour to the Leeds Law Society. This is what 
he is reported to have said : 

‘* T think it may relieve the minds of a good many of you when I say I 

am in a position to assure you that it is not the present intention of the 
Government to introduce any measure for the compulsory extension of the 
operation of the measure.”’ 
That this statement should have been received by the shrewd 
Yorkshiremen present with loud and long continued cheering can 
only be accounted for by their failure to catch the important word 
by which the declaration was guarded. All that was avowed was 
that it was “not the present intention of the Government” to 
introduce the obnoxious measure. As no one supposed they 
would do so in the ensuing (probably brief) session, this is no 
information at all, except that the word “ present” indicates 
very clearly that, if they are in office in the new Parliament, they 
mean to bring in the Bill, and if they are not in office, the Land 
Registry will see to it that the new Government places the Bill 
on its programme. The solicitors who applauded this little piece 
of fooling will no doubt by this time have found out their 
error, and we believe they may be trusted not to intermit any of 
the precautions resolved upon at the Derby meeting. Upon one 
point, however, Mr. Gzratp Batrovr’s message throws a very 
clear light. The favourite fetish of Mr. Reprare and his fol- 
lowers has been that there was no evidence that the Government 
intended to introduce a general compulsion Bill. If they had 
never had such a measure in contemplation, their messenger 
would undoubtedly have been instructed to say so, whereas 
nothing of the kind was said, while the use of the words 
‘present intention” shews unmistakeably that, if and when a 
fitting occasion occurs, the Bill will be forthcoming. 


A New Father of the Profession. 


Our ESTEBMED correspondent, Mr. F. K. Munron, may, we 
fear, be seriously disooncerted by the news which reaches us of 
a new claimant to the distinction of Father of all the Solicitors. 
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Mr. Joun Trenrietp, of Chipping Sodbury, near Bristol, is, we 
learn, at the age of ninety-five years, robust and vigorous, 
and regularly attends the Chipping Sodbury Petty Sessions, of 
which he has acted as clerk for about sixty years. He was 
admitted in Trinity Term, 1838. We wait to hear what Mr. 
Mr. Munrton says to this. 


Mr. Choate. 

Ir 18 stated that the American ambassador, Mr. JosEPH 
Cxoatz, who will in the course of a few weeks resign his office 
and return to the United States, will there resume the practice 
of the law, in which he was engaged with much distinction for a 
period of forty years. It is often said that Americans wear out 
sooner than Englishmen, but when it is remembered that Mr. 
CuoaTE is seventy-three years of age, and is understood to have 
amassed an ample fortune, we think it would not be easy to find 
a similar example of physical and intellectual energy in this 
country. 

Advocates in Brussels. 


From THE annual ‘‘Tableau” of the advocates practising 
before the Court of Appeal in Brussels, which is just issued, it 
appears that their number is 6¥9. The Batonier, or President, 
of the Order is M. Jutes Van Zetz, who was inscribed on the 
Tableau in 1874. But he is not the father of the order; that 
distinction apparently belonging to M. Avcusrz Prnsun, whose 
inscription dates back to 1843. In addition to the 699 advocates 
inscribed on the Tableau there are 129 ‘‘ Avocats Stagiares ’—1.¢., 
advocates who are admitted to the “stage” but not yet inscribed 
on the Tableau. They can conduct cases in court, but they have 
certain duties to perform, in particular those connected with the 
“Bureau de la Consultation gratuite.” After three years, 


assuming they have duly discharged their obligations as 
Stagiares, they are entitled to inscription on the Tableau. 


The School of Law. 


Tue artiTuvE taken up by the Council of the Law Society in 
their correspondence with the Attorney-General with regard to 
the proposed school of law, which we print elsewhere, will, we 
believe, be universally approved by their constituents. Reading 
between the lines, we imagine that, under the existing circum- 
stances, the funds available for legal education will remain in 
court, and that the income will be divided between the Law 
Society’s school and other institutions for legal education, no 
niggardly part of such income being, if rumour is correct, likely 
to be allotted to the Law Society. But instead of grasping at 
this as a permanent endowment for their own school, the 
Ccuncil declare their hope that the impediments which have 
prevented the carrying out of the scheme for a general school of 
law may prove to be temporary, and pledge themselves to use 
every means in their power to assist in the establishment of such 
a school. This is a statesmanlike attitude, and although we 
are afraid we cannot anticipate the realization of the Council’s 
hope, they are not less deserving of credit for the course they 
have taken. 


Evening Consultations. 


Two Large country banks are stated to have recently given 
notice that their offices will be open at least one evening a week 
for the convenience of customers. We suppose that the engage- 
ments of many customers make it inconvenient for them to visit 
their banks during the ordinary banking hours, and the 
question naturally arises whether a similar inconvenience is 
uot often experienced by those who find it necessary to 
consult members of the legal profession. Those who are 
busily engaged during the day must find that a visit to their 
solicitor is often a serious interruption to their pursuits, and 
would gladly avail themselves of the opportunity of transacting 
their legal business in the course of the evening. Under the 
present system it is difficult to obtain a brief and hurried con- 
ference with a busy practitioner at the bar during his attendance 
at chambers. This difficulty would be much lessened if it were 
known that he would remain there during the whole of one 
evening in each week. It may be urged that such a change 
would involve much discomfort and interfere with the well- 
earned repose of busy men. One answer to this objection is 





that busy lawyers who are also members of the House of 
Commons appear to have little difficulty in making a greater 
sacrifice of their leisure. We believe that in Ireland, and in 
some large cities on the continent, it is the general custom for 
lawyers to hold consultations with their clients during the even- 
ings of each day. It may be that there is, for the present, little 
prospect of any change in the business habits of English lawyers, 
but it must be remembered that these habits are wholly different 
from those which prevailed in the time of many persons still 
living. 


Then and Now. 

Tue Cuancery Division Cause List for the Hilary Sittings— 
probably the shortest list which has ever been issued—affords a 
curious contrast to the court paper published on the eve of the 
Michaelmas term of 1840. The current list, as issued at the 
commencement of the present sittings, contained (including 
company matters) only 235 matters in all, classed under five 
different heads of witness actions, non-witness actions and 
adjourned summons, motions, further considerations, and 
petitions; and this small total was distributed among all the 
six judges of the Chancery Division. In the year 1840, 
when the Lord Chancellor, the Master of the Rolls, and 
the Vice-Chancellor of England were the only judges to 
deal with the entire work of the then Court of Chancery, 
the court paper issued at the beginnning of the Michaelmas 
term contained no less than 951 distinct entries. Of this 
prodigious total only between fifty and sixty were new 
causes, and the mere headings under which they are 
grouped indicate, in their nomenclature and variety, the 
multifariousness, vexation, and delay which brought the name 
of Chancery into such disrepute. These headings (and there 
may well sometimes have been others) were, ‘‘ Abated, 
Adjourned, After term, Cause day, Costs, Demurrers, Exceptions, 
Further directions, Motions, Pro confesso, Pleas, Petitions, 
Rehearing, Stand over, and (appropriately last) Short.”” Of these 
951 matters, about three-fourths were assigned to the Lord 
Chancellor and Vice-Chancellor of England in one list, and the 
remainder to the Master ofthe Rolls in another. Ifthe modern 
Chancery Division lists continue to dwindle at their present rate, 
an uncontemplated fusion of law and equity seems almost likely 
to be brought about, so far as common law and chancery 
actions are concerned, by the complete disappearance of the 
latter, a consummation for which the judges of the Chancery 
Division are rapidly qualifying by the growing necessity of pro- 
viding them with King’s Bench actions for trial in the absence 
of anything from their own division. 


The Workmen’s Compensation Act. 

No part of the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, has 
given the courts more trouble than the words “ on, in, or about 
any building which exceeds thirty feet in height, and is either 
being constructed or repaired by means of a scaffolding.” 
Almost every word of the phrase has put money in lawyers’ 
pockets and puzzled the Court of Appeal. At one time the 
conflict raged chiefly round the meaning of the word *‘ scaffold- 
ing,” at another time round the word “‘ repaired.” A large crop 
of decisions on the Act have been recently given to the public 
by the Court of Appeal. More than one of those has been 
on the meaning of the word “building.” In Aylward vy. 
Matthews (reported elsewhere), a man was injured while 
erecting one of those lofty platforms intended to carry a 
steam crane for use in building houses, with which we have 
become so familiar in London of late years. His employer was a 
contractor for the erection of such steam cranes, and had nothing 
todo with bricks or mortar. The platform was over sixty feet 
above the ground, and was supported by three long wooden legs, 
each composed of four uprights connected by cross pieces of wood. 
For the purpose of construction planks were placed on the cross 
pieces, and ladders on the planks, thus forming a “ scaffolding” 
within the Act. It was held that this erection was a “ building” 
within the Act. The remarkable point about this decision is 
that, up to now, the word “ building” in an Act of Parliament 
has usually been thought to mean at least a structure intended 
to be permanent, and not a merely temporary erection. 
Thus in Richardson vy. Brown (49 J. Pp. 661) a definition of 
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Bytes, J. was adopted by the court. That judgesaid: “By a 
‘ building ’ is usually understood a structure of considerable size 
and intended to be permanent, or at least to endure for a con- 
siderable time.” It is clear that by a very slight extension the 
recent decision may be made to cover the scaffolding itself long 
before the house is thirty feet high. The crane platform is a 
temporary erection of no use except in hoisting the building 
materials, &c. ; a scaffolding has the same object. 


In ANOTHER recent case, Hartley v. Quick, an extension was 
being constructed of a large existing building. It was being 
built in actual contact with the old building, and when 
complete it was intended that the two buildings should 
communicate. A man working on the extension was injured 
at a time when the walls had not nearly reached the height 
of thirty feet, and when nothing had been done in the way of 
interfering with the brickwork of the old building. It was 
admitted that if the new building had been the property of a 
different owner, and there had been no intention to connect it 
with the old building, the injured man would not have come 
under the Act; but in the opinion of the court this was not the 
case of a new building being constructed next to an old building, 
but the case of an existing building being altered, and therefore 
the man was within the Act. In this case, therefore, the position 
of the man was determined, not by his physical surroundings or 
his contract of service, but by the future destination of. the 
building on which he was employed. In yet another case, 
Fletcher v. Hawley, a house of over thirty feet in height was being 
converted from an ordinary shop into a restaurant. This in- 
volved the construction of a brick chimney for which a scaffold- 
ing was necessary, and also some alterations to the interior 
fittings and partitions. The two classes of work were being 
carried out by differemt contractors. For the interior work no 
sort of scaffolding was used or required. A man in the employ- 
ment of the contractor for this work was injured through a defect 
ina tool. It was held by the Court of Appeal that he was 
entitled to compensation under the Act; for a scaffolding was 
being used for the repair of the building, he was employed in the 
building, and it was not necessary that the scaffolding should be 
required for his work or should have been put up by his employer. 
This last case shews what an absurd lottery the Act is. Only for 
the accident that some brickwork was being done at the same 
time, which had nothing whatever to do with him, this carpenter 
would not have been entitled to anything. However, we have 
grown accustomed to these absurdities and are now past being 
shocked by them. Probably an amending Act will be passed 
in the coming session of Parliament, and it remains to be seen 
whether it will abolish the absurdities or cygate fresh ones. 


Amendments to the Supreme Court Funds Rules. 

We print elsewhere a set of draft amendments to the 
Supreme Court Funds Rules, 1894, which it is proposed shall 
come into operation on the Ist of March next. A considerable 
number of alterations are only of verbal importance, such as 
those relating to the title of ‘‘ Master of the Supreme Court 
(Chancery Division),”’ and in one rule this minute attention to 
detail has led to the express substitution of ‘King’s Bench 
Division ” for the style appropriate at the date of the rules. To 
rule 3, which is a definition clause, definitions of ‘‘duty” and 
“brokerage” are added. The former word is defined to include 
the various death duties, which are enumerated, and also income 
tax, and this enables a simplification to be introduced in 
the various subsequent rules which mention duties. Rule 6 is 
enlarged by providing, in cases of payment to a woman, for 
a proper description of her status, and in the case of a married 
woman it 1s to be stated whether the payment is to be made to 
her for her separate use, or upon her separate receipt, or other- 
wise. Attention should be drawn to the change in rule 12, 
which requires the insertion in the taxing officer’s certificate of 
the ful? name and address of the solicitor to whom costs out of a 
fund in court are directed to be paid, and which requires, also, 
that an interim certificate shall be so described. Rule 40 bears 
further testimony to the draftsman’s desire for verbal accuracy, 
and the Board of Agriculture has its new appendage, ‘ and 
Fisheries,” properly tacked on, Rule 46 is altered by requiring 
copies of orders in the King’s Bench and Probate, &c., Divisions 





dealing with funds, to be sent to the paymaster by the master 
or other official, instead of being simply left at the pay office by 
the parties, and an addition to rule 47 enables periodical sales to be 
made for the purpose of paying annuities on receipt of evidence 
of the life of the payee, and of fulfilment of any conditions of the 
order, without special request. An addition to rule 48 (4) 
enables the solicitor having the carriage of the order to attest 
the signature of an applicant that a sum not exceeding £500 
may be sent by post, and provision is made for remitting sums 
not exceeding £2 t» persons whose names and addresses are 
stated in the order without any request. In rule 62 a clause is 
inserted allowing payment without administration in cases where 
an estate does not exceed £100. Rule 67 is extended so as to 
provide for a fee in lieu of brokerage being charged upon the 
transfer of securities out of court under an order. A variation 
is made in rule 95 so as to extend the class of persons who can 
attest declarations of life, &c., by persons entitled to receive 
dividends, and this now includes all local ministers of religion 
and the doctor attendant on the party. Finally, clauses are 
added to rule 109 which enable the paymaster to take the 
necessary steps to convert securities in court where the conversion 
is compulsory, and also to write off securities which have become 
valueless by the winding-up of a company. 


The Extent of the Easement of Light. 


Ir was fallen to Mr. Justice Bray to deal, in Ambler v. Gordon 
( Times, 21st inst.), with the important question as to the effect 
of twenty years’ user of light for extraordinary purposes which 
was left open by the decision of the House of Lords in Col's v. 
Home and Colonial Stores (53 W. R. 30; 1904, A.C. 179). That 
case disposed of the notion that the dominant owner was entitled, 
at the end of twenty years, to the amount of light required for 
any special purpose to which the dominant premises were then 
being put. The measure of the light to which he is entitled 
is ‘‘ what is required for the ordinary purposes of inhabitancy or 
business of the tenement according to the ordinary notions of 
mankind, and the question for what purpose he has 
thought fit to use that light, or the mode in which 
he finds it convenient to arrange the internal structure 
of his tenement, does not affect the question.” There 
is some authority, however (see Lanfranchi v. Mackensie, 
15 W. R. 614, L. R. 4 Eq. 421), for saying that twenty 
years’ user of the premises for a special purpose will give 
a right to the amount of light required for that purpose, at any 
rate if the premises were so used to the knowledge of the 
servient owner; and on this point Lord Davy reserved his 
opinion, though he intimated that he saw difficulties in the way. 
These difficulties are now held by Bray, J., to lie chiefly in the 
fact that the action for obstruction of light is really, as pointed 
out in Coll’s case, an action for a nuisance, and hence it must 
depend upon the ordinary use of the dominant tenement. 
On this view it is immaterial whether the servient owner has 
knowledge of the special user or not. The dominant owner 
can only complain of a nuisance upon the ground that 
the ordinary enjoyment of his premises is interfered with, and 
he is consequently debarred from obtaining, even by twenty 
years’ known user, a right to light requi for enjoyment of 
the premises for a special engine The result, as the learned 
judge observes, is to enable servient owners to know with 
certainty their position. ‘If the only right capable of being 
acquired is sufficient light for the ordinary purposes of inhabi- 
tancy and business, the owner of the servient tenement knows 
his exact position, he knows within reasonable limits how high 
he can raise his buildings, and whether, during the twenty 
years, it is worth while to obstruct his neighbour's windows.” 
In Ambler v. Gordon, accordingly, an architect was held not to 
be entitled to special light used for twenty years in his business. 


Arbitrators. 

Tue pisapvantaegs of a reference to two arbitrators have 
often been discussed. The arbitrators selected by each side are 
apt to consider themselves the agents or advocates of the party 
who appoints them. So far back as the year 1816, Lord Expon, 
in the case of Maude v. Maule (4 Dow. 263), said that arbitrators 
ought to go into the room as judges, and that, where one is chosen 





by one party and another by another, each is not to act merely 
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for the interest of the party for whom he is named. Arbitrators, 
by whomsoever named, ought to be perfectly indifferent between 
the parties, and owe to the particular parties duties of the same 
nature as those which the King’s judges owe to his Majesty’s 
subjects in general. It would be interesting to know what the 
learned Lord Chancellor would have thought of the action of 
Theobalds v. Clements, recently tried before Jxtr, J., 
and a common jury. The plaintiff, an architect and 
surveyor, brought his action against the defendant, a 
builder, to recover an amount claimed for work done 
and money expended as arbitrator on behalf of the defend- 
ant. It appeared that the defendant had been plaintiff 
in an action in the King’s Bench Division, which by order of the 
court was referred to two arbitrators with an umpire. The 
present defendant selected the plaintiff as his arbitrator, and, 
according to the plaintiff's case, agreed to pay him so mucha 
day, with a further payment for the services of an assistant. 
The plaintiff and his co-arbitrator made their award in favour of 
the defendant for £300, and directed that the costs of the 
arbitration should be paid by the opposite party. The costs of 
the arbitration were taxed, and the plaintiff alleged that he had 
received only the sum allowed by the taxing-master from the 
defendant, in spite of the agreement by the defendant to pay 
him extra remuneration. The defendant denied that he had 
ever made any such agreement. The learned judge is reported 
to have said that it seemed the most extraordinary case of its 
kind which had ever come before him; it was a novel position 
that one arbitrator should be paid for the performance of 
services as an advocate and want more money than his co- 
arbitrator because he had “bested” himin the argument. A 
reference to two arbitrators was open to objection ; it was better 
to refer to three or to one arbitrator only. The jury found that 
the defendant had not entered into the agreement alleged, but 
the learned judge said that in any event he should have held 
that such an agreement was against public policy. 


Commission for Procuring Capital. 


A CORRESPONDENT calls attention, in a letter which we print 
elsewhere, to the difficulty which is created by section 8 of the 
Companies Act, 1900, in cases where it is desired to remunerate 
persons who subscribe, or procures subscriptions for, shares in 
a company which does not go to the public. If, as appears to 
be the case in the circumstances he contemplates, the person who 
procures the capital does no more than this, it does not seem 
possible to arrange, with due compliance with the law, that he 
shall receive any remuneration out of capital. The provi- 
sions of section 8 are express. Upon fulfilling certain conditions, 
& commission can be paid in the case of companies which go to 
the public for subscribing or procuring subscriptions for 
shares ; but “ save asaforesaid”’ the company cannot apply any of 
its shares or capital money, either directly or indirectly, in 
remunerating any person for such services. If the person who 
obtains the capital is also a promoter of the company, and 
renders distinct services as such promoter, he can be remunerated 
for such services, but it would have to be clear that the re- 
muneration was not also in respect of the procuring of capital. 
It may be noticed that the restriction of section 8 extends only 
to the payment of commission out of shares or capital money. 
Hence it is left open for a payment to be made out of profits if 
such an application of revenue is otherwise in accordance with the 
regulations of the company, but in general this is not a form 
of remuneration which is acceptable to a person who procures 
capital. 


Materials for Repair of Highways. 


Tue Hicuway Act, 1835, contains, as is well known, provi- 
sions with regard to the procuring of materials for the repair of 
highways. The surveyor of highways may get these materials 
from waste land or common ground, but where he desires to 
break the surface of enclosed land he has to give notice to the 
owner or occupier in the manner prescribed, and to obtain a 
licence from the justices. It seems, however, that in Ireland it 
is the ancient custom to enter enclosed lands and gather materials 
for the repair of the neighbouring public roads. There is little 
doubt that a local custom to the same effect would be held in 
this country to be unreasonable and invalid. The inconvenience 





of the Irish law has led to a movement in favour of an enact- 
ment prohibiting the county surveyor from entering private 
property without formal proof of a resolution authorizing him to 
repair the adjoining roads. 


Ordinary Luggage. 

Tue pEctsion of Cxannett, J., in Britten v. Great Northern 
Railway (1899, 1 Q. B. 243), that a bicycle is not “‘ ordinary 
luggage” within the meaning of a railway Act by which every 
passenger travelling in a carriage of a certain class may take 
with him his ordinary luggage not exceeding a certain weight, 
has just been followed in the City of London Court in a case of 
Foskett v. The London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway Co, 
but the defeated litigant was dissatisfied with the interpretation 
of the words, and stated that he was prepared to carry the case to 
the House of Lords. We cannot think that such an appeal has 
much chance of success. The statement of facts in Britten v, 
Great Northern Railway, explaining the delay and difficulty 
involved in the carriage by railway of a large number of bicycles, 
is the strongest argument in favour of the soundness of the 
decision of the learned judge. 








Covenant to Settle After-acquired 
Property. 
I 


Tue case of Re Bland’s Settlement (1905, 1 Ch. 4) is of consider- 
able interest. An ante-nuptial settlement made after the Ist of 
January, 1883, provided for the settlement, on trusts for con- 
version and otherwise, of all property to which the wife during 
the coverture should become entitled, but the trustees were not 
during the life of the husband or wife to convert any property 
of a reversionary nature. The wife was at the date of the settle- 
ment entitled to a share of a residuary estate expectant on the 
death of her mother. The mother being still alive, the wife 
applied to the court to determine the question whether, in the 
event of the interest in question falling into possession during 
her coverture, it would be bound by the settlement. The judge 
(Mr. Justice Kexewicx) said that the position of a married woman 
has been materially changed by the Legislature as regards 
property, and that of her husband has also been affected, and 
this must be taken into consideration in considering covenants 
of the kind. After noticing some cases, particularly Re 
Clinton’s Trust (20 W. R. 326, 13 Eq. 205), his lordship 
considered the primd facie meaning of the words “become 
entitled ” to be ‘‘ entitled in interest,” rather than in 
possession. They could mean “in possession’ when the con- 
text pointed to that conclusion, or when that conclusion was the 
more consistent with all the circumstances. Here they did 
certainly bear the meaning of “ entitled in interest” as appeared 
from the proviso relating to reversionary property. Could they 
also cover what the wife acquired in possession? His lordship 
being of opinion that the words could not, in the absence of an 
expression to that effect, have both meanings, held that the mean- 
ing of “become entitled in possession” was excluded in the 
present case. 

The point of most interest in this case appears to be the 
reference to the Married Women’s Property Act. If by reason 
of any principle of construction acted upon previously to the 
‘Married Women’s Property Act, or on the terms of the particular 
instrument, and putting the change of law out of the ques- 
tion, a certain meaning would have been given to a certain 
covenant, is it permissible to alter that construction by reference 
to the change of law effected by the Act 2 The cases of Re Stonor’s 
Trusts (24 Oh. D. 195) and Re Whitaker (835 W.R. 217, 34 Ch. D. 
227) decided that the Married Women’s Property Act did not 
render the provisions of a settlement as to property settled to her 
separate use applicable to property made her separate property 
by that Act. These were settlements made before the Act. The 
reasons, however, would, it is thought, apply where the settle- 
ment was made after the Act; and the terms of section 19 
make no distinction. It has been held, in Buckland v. 
Buckland (48 W.R. 637; 1900, 2 Ch. 534) and Stevens v. 
Trevor-Garrick (41 W. RK. 412; 1893, 2 Oh. 307), that a 
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settlement made since the Act of specific property must be given 
effect to as if the Act had not passed. There does not, however, 
appear to be any case prior to Re Bland’s Settlement dealing with 
the point whether the construction of a settlement made since the 
Act may, notwithstanding section 19, be affected by the change 
of law. It was laid down by Lord Linptey (Re Armstrong, 
36 W. R. 772, 21 Q. B. D. 270) that the words of section 19, 
“interfere with or affect any settlement,” mean ‘invalidate or 
render inoperative’ ; and that caseand Re Onslow (36 W. R. 
883, 39 Ch. D. 625) shew that where it has been ascertained 
independently of the Act that a married woman takes an interest 
under the settlement, the incidents annexed by the Act to married 
womens’ property attach to such interest. How would these 
principles apply with regard to questions whether particular 
kinds of property are or not settled? To take one or two con- 
crete cases: It was held before the Act that under a gift to 
husband and wife as tenants by entireties, the interest which the 
wife took was not within a covenant to settle what she should 
become entitled to during the coverture; because during the 
coverture she got nothing but a right of survivorship: Edye v. 
Addison (12 W. R. 97, 1 H. & M. 781). Under such a gift since 
the Act husband and wife would take as joint tenants, and the 
joint tenancy being severable, the covenant to settle would 
effect a severance : Re Hewstt (42 W. R. 233; 1894, 1 Ch. 362). 
Would the wife’s interest be included in the settlement ? Again, 
where the terms of a covenant required acquisition of some title 
by husband or wife during the coverture, the acquisition of title 
by the husband at the moment of marriage to his wife’s then 
personal property, which was sometimes held sufficient to satisfy 
the covenant, now no longer takes place; and there will be no 
room for the application of the reasoning on which authorities 
like James v. Durant (2 Beav. 177) and Williams v. Mercier (33 
W. R. 373, 10 App. Cas. 1) were based. 

Perhaps, on the principle of Re Armstrong, the question 
whether any particular future-acquired property comes within 
the covenant ought to be determined by the incidents and nature 
of that property under the general law (including the Married 
Women’s Property Act), but excluding any of such incidents 
which would be created by the covenant itself supposing 
section 19 to be out of the way. The result would be that in 
the case secondly put, the husband’s interest never arising, the 
covenant would not apply; in the case first put, the property, 
when it accrues, must be regarded as joint property, not by 
reason of the covenant, or of anything in the settlement, but by 
law (viz., the Act) independently of the settlement. On such 
joint property the covenant would act as a severance, and the 
wife’s interest would be bound. 

To apply the Act and the changes dt law made by the Act to 
the construction of the covenant itself is a different matter. It 
was held, as we have seen, that the words “ property to which a 
woman is entitled to her separate use,” occurring in a covenant 


made before the Act, must not be construed as including her | 
statutory separate property. We apprehend the decision would | 


> ta same if the words occurred in a settlement made since the 
ct. 

Kexerwicn, J., although he made the suggestive reference 
which we have quoted in the preamble of his judgment, never- 
theless found independent reasons for putting the construction 
which he did upon the covenant, and it cannot be said that his 
sogaae itself depended upon considerations of the change of 
aw. 


(Zo be continued.) 


a 





A story, never before printed, of the late Lord Coleridge reaches us, 
Says the Westminster Gazette, from a correspondent. For the benefit 
of non-sporting readers it should be explained that a dog when exhibited 
is said to be ‘‘on the bench”’ or “‘benched.’’ At the trial of an action 
for damages for running over a sheepdog, a winner of many prizes, 
counsel for the defendant was anxious to prove that the dog had “had 
its day’’ and that damages should be nominal. Unfortunately, Lord 





Coleridge, who was trying ‘the case, had dropped off to sleep, and the 
evidence was be’ng wasted. Counsel’s one chance was to cause such a | 
laugh in court as would wake the judge. So, gradually raising his voice, | 
he asked one of the plaintiff's witnesses, “Is it not your experience as | 
an exhibitor that when an old dog has taken his place regularly on the | 
bench for many years he gets sleepy and past his work?’’ Amid the | 
roars of laughter which ensuéd, Lord Coleridge woke up with a start, 
and judgment was eventually given for the defendant. 


The Effect of Time in Barring 
Claims in Equity, 
11. 


Ir is well settled that a plaintiff who is suing for specific 
performance of a contract is not entitled to succeed unless he 
comes to the court promptly. In Harrington v. Wheeler (1789, 
4 Ves. 686), where Lord LovcnBoroven, C., removed some 
doubts which had been occasioned by the report of Gibson v. 
Patterson (1737, 1 Atk. 12), a delay of six years was held to be 
fatal; and seven years in Milward v. Earl of Thanet (1801, 5 Ves., 
p. 720”); though fourteen months from the termination of corre- 
spondence was not too much in Marquis of Hertford v. Boore 
(1801, 5 Ves. 719). “It might have been ‘peevish,’” said 
Lord LoveHzorovcn, “to come earlier.” The tendency 
of the cases is, however, severely to limit the time. 
‘“‘Specific performance,” said Cranwortn, L.C., in Kade v. 
Williams (1854, 4 D. M. & G. 674), “is relief which this 
court will not give, unless in cases where the parties seeking 
it come promptly, and as soon as the nature of the case will 
admit: see Barclay v. Messenger (1874, 43 L. J. Ch., p. 456). In 
Watson v. Reid (1830, 1 R. & M, 236) Leacn, M.R., considered 
the vendor's delay of twelve months after notice by the purchaser 
that he abandoned the contract to be too long ; and in Southeomb 
v. Bishop of Exeter (1847, 6 Hare 213) a delay of a year and 
a-half was fatal. 


A very short time also is sufficient to deprive an allottee of 
shares of his right to have the contract to take the shares 
rescinded and the allotment cancelled on the ground of mis- 
representation or non-disclosure of material facts in the pros- 
pectus issued by the company. ‘‘He must resciod,” said 
James, L.J., in Sharpley v. Louth, §c., Railway Co. (1876, 2 
Ch. D., p. 685), as soon as he learns the facts, or else he 
forfeits all claim to relief.’ And this has been put upon 
the ground that, since his name is in the register, he is held out 
to the public as a member, and persons may be induced to act 
accordingly: Oakes v. Turquand (1867, L. R. 2 H. L. 325). In 
such cases a delay of one month (TZuite’s case, 1867, 3 Eq. 
795), or even fourteen days (see Re Scottish Petroleum Co , 1883, 
23 Ch. D., p. 434; Skelton’s case, 1893, 68 L. T. 210) may be 
too long (see Palmer’s Comp. Prec,, Part I. (8th ed.), p. 160). 
But the shareholder is not bound to act upon mere suspicion, 
and the delay is not counted against him until he can properly 
be fixed with notice of the facts upon which his claim to rescis- 
sion is based: Central Railway Co. of Venezuela v. Kisch (1867, L. 
R. 2 H. L. 99). But a winding-up is such an alteration of the 
rights of parties that it bars any claim to rescissioa, not then 
already enforced : Oakes v. Turquand (supra). 


Where shares have been cancelled by directors under an 
arrangement which was beyond their powers, the right to have the 
quondam shareholder replaced on the list of contributories is an 
equitable right which, it seems, is liable to be barred by the 
lapse of time. In Smatlcombe’s case (1867, 3 Eq. 769) Lord 
Romitiy, M.R., refused relief after the lapse of eighteen years. 
The decision was affirmed in the House of Lords on the ground 
of acquiescence: Kvans v. Smalleombe (1868, L. R. 3 H. L. 249). 
It was objected to the fact of acquiescence that the circumstances 
forbade the supposition of acquiescence by the whole body of 
shareholders; but it was held that acquiescence did not imply 
active and intelligent consent. It was enough if there was 
notice of the transaction and no opposition. 


But where a claim is made against a director of a company to 
refund dividends which have been improperly paid out of 
capital, the improper payment is in the nature of a breach of 
trust and time alone is no bar. Such a claim may be a “stale 
demand,” and rejected as such, but this is not merely upon 
the ground of the lapse of time: Re Sharpe (1892, 1 Ch. 155, 
per Linvugy, LJ., p. 169), Re Alexandra Palace Co. (1882, 
21 Ch. D. 149). It is upon some independent ground such as 
difficulty of producing evidence, and this is so where the claim 
requires the examination of accounts several years old which 
have been duly passed by the shareholders : Stringer’s case (1869, 
4 Ch. 475), Re Mammoth Copperopolis of Utah (1880, 50 L. J. Ch. 
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11), as explained in Re Alexandra Palace Co. (supra). And in 
cases of express trust generally, though the mere lapse of time 
is not—apart from section 8 of the Trustee Act, 1888—any bar, 
yet, if the means of resisting the claim have perished, the claim 
will be dismissed: Bright v. Legerton (1861, 2 D. F. & J. 606), see 
Carey v. Cuthbert (173, 7 Ir. R. Eq. 542; on appeal, 1875, 
9 Ir. R. Eq. 330). 

From the numerous cases which we have cited it is apparent 
that no little difficulty has been felt by courts of equity in 
dealing with the effect of time upon equitable claims. In some 
cases time itself has been a bar, in others a mere delay has not 
counted unless it has implied, or has been accompanied by, some 
other circumstance, as where it implies waiver of the right, or 
where the rebutting evidence has been lost, or the position of 
persons has been altered. This was perceived in Clarke v. Hart 
(1858, 6 H. L. C. 633), and the apparent inconsistency was met 
by drawing a distinction between cases where the claimant is 
seeking to enforce an executory, and those in which he is seeking 
to maintain an executed, interest. In the former time, may be 
a bar in itself; in the latter, time is only of importance as 
involving an abandonment of the right. The matter was put 
by Lord Cxetmsrorp, C., as follows: ‘The distinction” 
is “that which has been expressed very shortly and very 
intelligibly by the difference between ‘executed’ and ‘ exrecutory 
interests.’ Where a person is obliged to apply for the peculiar 
relief afforded by a court of equity to enforce the performance 
of an agreement, or to declare a trust, or to obtain any other 
right of which he is not in possession and which may be 
described as an executory interest, it is an invariable principle 
of the court that the party must come promptly, that there must 
be no unreasonable delay. And if there is anything that 
amounts to laches on his part, courts of equity have always said, 
We will refuse you relief. With regard to interests which are 
executed the consideration is entirely different. There mere 
laches will not of itself disentitle the party to relief by a 
court of equity; but a party may by standing by, as 
it has been metaphorically called, waive or abandon any 
right which he may possess and which, under the circum- 
stances, therefore, a court of equity may say he is not entitled 
to enforce.” The case is, indeed, one of estoppel by conduct— 
Lord Wensteypatz’s judgment proceeded entirely on this view 
—and, as Lord CuEtusrorp went on to point out, it is within 
the doctrine of Pickard y. Sears (1837, 6 A. & E. 469), though, 
in accordance with the modification introduced in Freeman v. 
Cooke (1848, 2 Ex. 654), that doctrine “ is not to be applied, 
unless the representation is such as to amount to the contract or 
licence of the party making it.” ‘So that,” he concluded, 
“where there is a vested right or interest in any party, the 
principle of law as now firmly established is, that he cannot 
waive or abandon that right, except by acts which are equivalent 
to an agreement or to a licence.” 

In Clarke vy. Hart (supra) the question at issue related to a 
partnership interest in a mining venture. It has several 
times occurred that a partner in such a venture has renewed the 
mining lease in his own name. If then, another partner comes 
to the court to secure his interest in the renewed lease, he is 
asking the court to declare a trust. He is seeking to obtain a 
right of which he is not in possessiou, and, according to the 
principle above laid down, he is liable to be barred by his 


lich es, even though it cannot be said that he has abandoned his | 


elaim, and this the more readily inasmuch as the property is of 
a speculative nature. He cannot wait to see if the venture is 
successful and then make his claim: Senhouse v. Christian, cited 
19 Ves., p. 159; Norway v. Rowe (1812, 19 Ves. 144). Accord- 
ingly in Clegg v. Edmondson (1857, 8 D. M. & G. 787) a delay 
of nine years was held to be fatal to 4 claim of this kind. In 
Clarke v. Hart (supra), on the other hand, there had been no change 
in the mining property, but in 1850 the share of one of the 
adventurers, Haut, was declared to be forfeited. The forfeiture 
was ineffectual, and in 145% Haut filed his bill for a dissolution 
of the partnership and an account. He sued, therefore, upon 
the footing of his being entitled to an existing interest in the 
partwership property, and he had in the interval consistently 
refused to recognize the validity of the forfeiture. Thus he was 
suing, in Lord Curimsvony's language, in respect of an executed 








only secure through the intervention of a court of equity. Not- 
withstanding, therefore, that the property was a mine, the delay 
was only fatal if it involved an abandonment of his right. As 
mere laches it was inimaterial. It was held that there was no 
abandonment, and hence the right was enforced. On the otherhand, 
in Prendergast v. Turton (1841, 1 Y.& 0. C. C. 98; on appeal 13 L. J, 
Ch. 268) a delay of nine years under similar circumstances was held 
to amount to an abandonment of the right, and in Rule v. Jewell 
(1881, 18 Ch. D. 660) a delay of six years. In both these cases the 
plaintiffs received notice of the forfeiture, and did not object. In 
the latter case Kay, J., treated a period of six years as sufficient 
to shew an abandonment or raise an estoppel, adopting this 
period in analogy to the statute. Other cases are Garden, &c., 
Mining Co. v. McLister (1875, 1 App. Cas. 39), where a delay of 
four years was not an abandonment, and Palmer v. Moore (1900, 
A. C. 293), where there was an abandonment; but in the latter 
case, though the delay in the assertion of the right was slight, 
there had been an express intimation of intention to abandon the 
interest which was subsequently claimed. 


( Zo be concluded.) 








Reviews. - 


Vendor and Purchaser. 


A TREATISE ON THE LAW OF VENDOR AND PURCHASER OF REAL 
EstTaTE AND CHATTELS REAL. TEMPORARY SECOND VOLUME. By 
T. CypRIAN WILLIAMS, of Lincoln’s-inn, Barrister-at-Law, LL.B. 
Assisted hy J. F. Isxxin, of the Inner Temple, Barrister-at-Law, 
M.A., LL.M. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


It is unfortunate for his readers that Mr. Cyprian Williams has 
been prevented by illness from completing his second volume wno ictu. 
But the publishers bave done well to give to the profession at once 
the portion now issued as a temporary volume. This contains 
not only a large part of the permanent material of the second volume, 
but an admirably compiled table of contents of the two volumes so far 
as completed, together with full indexes of cases and statutes quoted. 
All this is the work of his collaborator, Mr. Iselin, and bears eloquent 
testimony to his faculty of orderly arrangement and industry. The 
principal hiatus in the first volume has thus been filled, and the work, 
so far as complete, is now in regular working order for the use of 
practitioners. The rest of the second volume is intended to appear 
in the spring of this year, when the present temporary volume will 
be incorporated in, and superseded by, the full volume then to be 
published. 

The misfortune of this partial appearance is, however, minimized 
by the fact that the present volume is a complete treatise in itself on 
a very important branch of the subject—namely, the avoidance or 
invalidity of the contract on the ground of mistake, fraud, duress, 
undue influence, illegality, or the personal incapacity of either of the 
contracting parties. It constitutes, in fact, almost a complete text- 
book on the law of contract generally, with, of course, a very speciul 
application to the sale of land, and is distinguished by all the remark- 
able qualities which we noted in the review of the first volume, and 
which are applied no less to the subject-matter of pleadings in actions 
than to the ordinary work of the conveyancer. The chapter on 
Mistake affords ample opportunity for the close and subtle reasoning 
which the author delights to bring to bear on the conflicting decisions 
of judges. For instance, on the question whether since the Judicature 
Acts a plaintiff may claim variation of the contract on the ground of 
mistake, together with specific performance of the contract us varied, 
Mr. Justice Farwell’s decision, in May v. Platt, is, we think, 
shewn to be wrong in principle, besides being inconsistent 
with unquoted prior decisions of Sir Edward Fry and Sir Ford 
North (pp. 704-707). We may refer also to the trenchant analysis 
of the many conflicting decisions on mistake as affected by estoppel or 
fraud, which is wound up in # masterly summary on pp. 714-71%. 
The criticism on @ dictum of the Master of the Rolls in Van Praagh 
v. Everidge (pp. 678-9) is less convincing. . 

Chapter XIV., on Fraud, Misrepresentation, Duress, and Undue 
Influence, is especially interesting, as affording excellent specimens 
of the author's two distinct methods. Fraud and misrepresentation 
are elaborately treated in careful detail and subtle reasoning extending 
over thirty-three pages, while the principal discussion of duress and 
undue influence is contained in a condensed referential summary of 
three pages, which also serves as a concise statement of the law 
relating to fraud, and is in all respects worthy of the late Mr. 
Joshua Williams. The same may be said of a much later part of the 
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titles involving sales by corporations (pp. 864-869). With reference 
to this subject, some further points on the Jaw of corporations are 
discussed—e.g., the nature of the seal to be employed; and the 
question whether on the dissolution of a corporation lands escheat 
or revert to the grantor, upon which Mr. Williams sides with Mr. 
Hargrave and Professor Gray against Lord Coke himself. 

The illegality of contracts is treated under four heads—according 
as the contract is absolutely prohibited, or declared void by statute, 
or rendered unenforceable by statute without special evidence, 
or becomes illegal by subsequent events. Under the latter head, 
as supplemented by the later consideration of the capacity of 
alien enemies, the moot point is discussed whether the outbreak 
of war after a contract and before the date for completion dissolves 
or suspends the agreement: and the effect of the Statutes of Limitation 
pending war is considered, a point upon which the English and 
American courts have reached diametrically opposite conclusions 
from similar premisses. Legal reformers should note the extraordinary 
difference in their effect upon law according as changes are made upon 
some definite principle or upon a blind, haphazard compromise of 
conflicting interests. This is remarkably illustrated by the law on 
the personal capacity of lunatics and married women. Both branches 
have been subject to a complete alteration. In lunacy contracts 
were formerly void, now they depend upon the knowledge of the 
lunacy by the other contracting party. The law remains as simple as 
ever, notwithstanding the change, and Mr. Williams is able 
to explain it lucidly in eight pages of fairly condensed writing. 
But the law as to married women has been from time to time 
changed upon no definite principle, but as the outcome of a 
series of compromises; with the result that it is even now so 
complicated that it requires nearly forty pages to state it in a 
very condensed form, with considerable references to other works for 
amplification. These subjects, as well as those of infants and aliens, 
are treated with great care. Infants give the author opportunity for 
one of his most scathing criticisms of judicial decisions. ‘‘I am not 
aware,” said Bacon, V.C., ‘‘of any Jaw which prevents an infant 
from making a donation of any chattels or personal property in his 
actual possession.” ‘‘It is submitted,’ writes Mr. Williame, ‘‘ that 
the Vice-Chancellor’s dictum can only be accepted literally as a 
confession of his own ignorance!”’ (P. 786 n.) 

We note here and there a few defects. The statement that since 
the Wills Act no infant can make a will (p. 790) is not qualified, as 
it should be, by the exception in favour of soldiers and seamen. And in 
one sentence at least the author’s hand has lost itscunning. He wishes 
to say that if a married woman takes a legal interest, restrained from 
anticipation, the restraint is as binding as it would be if the interest 
were equitable. What he writes is: ‘‘ Although if any such (/.e., legal) 
property be given to a married woman with a restraint on anticipa- 
tion, she is under the like incapacity to deprive herself of the benefit 
thereof by any disposition which she may purport to make as 
attached with respect to her dealing with any equitable separate estate, 
subject to a similar restraint!” (P. 831.) 

It is interesting to note that the author’s criticisms on judicial 
utterances contained in his first volume héve already borne fruit. 
The Court of Appeal in Re Allen and Driscoll s Contract (1904, 2 Ch., 
226, at p. 231) has recanted the error which it committed in Re Highett 
and Bird’s Contract (1903, 2 Ch. 287). But it has rather ungenerously 
thrown the blame upon the vendor’s counsel in that case. We were 
under the impression that the Court of Appeal is presumed to read 
the documents and to know the law. But the incident shews the 
absolute necessity that an appeal court should under all circumstances 
avoid the impatient haste which often prevents counsel from fully 
and effectually stating his case without interruptions. Beside those 
to which we have specifically called attention, there are in this second 
volume several criticisms upon other decisions to which attention is 
called in the preface. 

This volume, notwithstanding its incompleteness, well maintains the 
standard of its predecessor; it will add to the author’s reputation, 
and make the profession impatient for the conclusion of the work. 


Books Received. 


An Encyclopwdia of Forms and Precedents other than Court 
Forms by Eminent Conveyancing and Commercial Counsel. Under 
the General Editorship of ArTuvr UNpERHILL, M.A., LLD., 
Barris‘er-at-Law, assisted by COnartes Orro BiacpEN, M.A., 
Wittiam EB. 0. Baynes, M.A,, LL.M., Vaue Niconas, and Horace 
Freeman, M.A., Barris'ers-at-Law. Vol. VII.: Inventions to 
Landlord and Tenant. Butterworth & Co. 


The Licensing Acts: being the Licensing Acts, 1828 to 1904, 
together with all the Inland Revenue, Innkeepers, Sunday Closing, 
and Grogging Acts Relating Thereto, with Introduction, Notes, and 
Forms. y the late James Paterson, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. 
Sixteenth Edition. By Wicuram W. Mackenzix, M.A,, Barrister- 
at-Law. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 





The Yearly County Court Practice, 1905, founded on Archbold’s 
County Court Practice and Pitt-Lewis’ County Court Practice. By © 
G. Pitr Lewis, K.C., Sir C. ARNOLD WHITE, Chief Justice of 
Madras, and C. H. Trypan Arktnsoy, BA., Barrister-at-Law, 
assisted by A. W. Ganz, B.4., LL.B , Barrister-at-Law. The Chapter 
of Costs and the Precedents of Costs by M. Mortsn TuRNER, 
Registrar of the Watford County Court. The Chapter as to 
Employers’ Liability and Workmen’s Compensation Revised and 
Re-edited by His Honour Judge WoopFraLL, a Member of the Rule 
Committee. In Two Vols. Butterworth & Co,; Shaw & Sons. 


_ The Licensing Justices’ Manual: being a Digest of the Laws relat- 
ing to the Grant, Renewal, Transfer, and Extinction of Licences for 
the Sale of Intoxicating Liquor, with the full Text of the Licensing 
Act, 1904, and the Licensing Rules Made Thereunder. By G. F. 
Emery, LL.M, Barrister-at-Law. Eyre & Spottiswoode. 


The Yearly Digest of Repcrted Cases for the Year 1904 Decided in 
the Supreme and other Courts, including a Copious Selection of 
Reported Cases Decided in the Irish and Scotch Courts, with Lists of 
Cases Digested, Overruled, Considered, &c., and of Statutes, Orders, 
Rules, &c , Referred to. Edited by G. R. Hitt, M.A., Barrister-at- 
Law. Butterworth & Co. 


A Magisterial Handbook : being a Concise Outline of the Every- 
day Functions of Magistrates, with Tables of Offences and Matters 
Cognizable. By W. H. Foysrer, Solicitor and Notary, Clerk to 
the Justices of Sa:ford. Effingham Wilson, 


The Law Quarterly Review. Edited by Sir FREDERICK PoLLockg, 
Bart., D.C.L., LL.D. January, 1905. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 


Heralds’ College and Coats of Arms, Regarded from a Legal Aspect. 
Third Edition, Revised. With a Postscript Concerning Prescription, 
and an Appendix of Statutes and Cases. By W. P. W. PHILLIMORE, 
M.A., B.C.L. Phillimore & Co. 








Correspondence. 


The School of Law. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—I am directed to send you a copy of correspondence between 
the Council of this society and the Attorney-General, together with 
a copy of the resolutions referred to. 

E. W. Wituiamson, Secretary. 

Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., Jan. 24. 


The following is the correspondence referred to : 


Law Society's Hall, Chancery-lane, London, W.C., 
16th January, 1905. 

Dear Mr. Attorney-General,—The Council, at their meeting on the 13th 
inst., had under consideration the present position of the proposals for 
a School of Law. Some resolutions upon the subject were passed with 
practical unanimity, and at the request af the Council I beg to forward 
to you copies of them for your consideration.—Yours very truly, 

(Signed) T. Rawte, President. 

Sir R. B. Finlay, K.C., M.P., 4, Temple-gardens, E.C. 


SCHOOL OF LAW. 


Resolutions passed by the Council of the Law Society on the 15th 
January, 1905: ; 

(1) That the cordial thanks of the Council of the Law Society be offered 
to the Attorney-General for the efforts which he has made to establish 
a School of Law. ; : 

(2) That while the Council regret that impediments have arisen which 
have prevented him from yet accomplishing his object, they hope that 
these may prove to be of & temporary churacter only, and that at no 
distant date a School of Law may be established adequate to meet the 
needs of both branches of the profession and of the community at large. 

(3) That the Council pledge themselves to use every means in their 
power to assist the Attorney-General to establish such a School of Law, 
and are prepared to contribute adequately towards the maintenance of 
such school when established. y 

31, Phillimore-gardens, W., 
18th January, 1905. 

Dear Mr. Rawle.—I am much obliged to you for your letter of the 

16th inst.. with the enclosed copy of the resolutions of the Council of 


i the Law Society. 


Will you allow me to express to you and the Council my sincere thanks, 
amd to assure you that T regard these resolutions as of the highest pos- 
sible value.—Believe me, yours sincerely, R. B. Fustay. 

T. Rawle, Esq. 


Land Transfer. 


[Te the Kuitor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 
pers that Mr. Gerald 


Sir,—It is gratifying to read in the 
: s Law Society, on the 


Balfour announced at the dinner of the 
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21st inst., that it was not the present intention of the Government 
to introduce any measure for the compulsory extension of the Land 
Transfer Act. 

It would, however, have been still more gratifying if Mr. Balfour 
had been able to announce that the Government were now prepared 
to grant the inquiry into the working of the official system of con- 
veyancing that was to have followed the three years’ experimental 
working of the system in London—a period that expired in 
December, 1901. Why should London alone be saddled with the 
system if it is not good enough for the rest of the country? Unless 
the authorities intend that London shall have the system for all 
time, it is clearly in the public interests that the overdue inquiry 
should take place at the earliest- possible moment. 

The facts set out in my letter of the 9th inst., that you favoured 
me by inserting in your paper, are sufficient to prove that an ample 
case 1s made out for holding an immediate inquiry. 

~ J.S. RuprnstErn. 
5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-inn, London, W.C., Jan. 24. 


Remuneration for Services in Formation of a 
Company. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—Our statute law only makes confusion worse confounded. 
A., wishing to put more capital in his business, applies to B., who 
has connections willing to find it if their'liability is limited. To 
achieve their ends, they propose to form a private limited liability 
company. No capital is to be obtained from the public, but B. 
reasonably requires some remuneration for his services, and it is 
considered by every one that he is entitled to be paid. Under the 
Companies Act, 1900, is it clear that this can be done, and if paid, 
whether he and those who pay him do not render themselves liable 
to be indicted by some enemy having no interest in the concern for 
misdemeanour, however correct and beneficial the arrangement may 
be to all parties? Section 8 of the Companies Act, 1900, after pre- 
scribing that such a payment may be made under specified con- 
ditions upon any offer of shares to the public for subscription, enacts 
that, “Save as aforesaid (i.c., upon a public offer) no company shall 
apply any of its shares or capital money, either directly or in- 
directly, in payment of any commission, discount, or allowance to 
any person in consideration of his procuring, or agree- 
ing to procure, subscriptions, whether absolute or conditional, etc.” 

Do not the words leave it open to doubt whether any payment 
can be made for obtaining the capital of a private company, or for 
promotimg one ? 

The saving at the end of the section of the payment of brokerage 
may be held to be restricted to professional brokers. 

Another matter arising out of the last provision: Does not the 
statement, now universally inserted in prospectuses, that a brokerage 
per share will be paid to stockbrokers affixing their stamps to 
application forms, make those brokers, upon payment, agents of the 
company, and render it liable for fraudulent statements made by 
them to induce their clients to subscribe? If the company does not 
intimate to the client that it has paid his broker the brokerage, 
would not the courts treat it as a bribe? 

ANTHONY PULBROOK. 


Ep. S.J.] 


[See observations under “Current Topics.”— 





Points to be Noted. 
Conveyancing and Equity. 

Assesement of Compensation on Compulsory Purchase,—U pon 
the purchase of land by a company under compulsory powers 
incorporating the Inds Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845, compensa- 
tion for lands injuriously affected must in all cases be assessed upon 
a basis to be determined at the dute of the notice to treat. The 
creation, therefore, by the owner of lands subject to a notice to 
treat of an interest in favour of a stranger in those or in other lands 
which, though not subject to the notice to treat, may be injuriously 
affected by the undertaking of the purchasers, cannot give rise to any 
new right to compensation by the stranger against the company. In 
the words of Lord Lindley, ‘‘the broad principle appears to me to 
be that it is not competent for an owner of land who has received 
notice to treat to deal with any of his land either taken or injuriously 
affected by the company, #0 a8 to increase the burdens of the company 
as regards the compensation to be made in respect of such land or 
sny of it.—Mercer v. Livenproor, &., Rarway Co. (1904, A. C. 
461). 

Bight of Mortgages to Machinery Fixed to Mortgaged 
Property—-Hire and Purchase Agreement.—An cndeavour to 





| 





impugn in the House of Lords the authority of a long series of 
decisions establishing the right of a mortgagee to chattels fixed to 
the mortgaged premises, was recently made, without success, on the 
part of the owner of machinery claiming by Gefault under a hire and 
purchase agreement.—Against Hopson v. GORRINGE (1897, 1 Ch, 
182) note, therefore, REYNOLDs v. ASHBY & Son (1904, A. C. 466). 


New Orders, &c. 


Draft Amendments to the Supreme Court Funds 
Rules, 1894. 
(REFERRED TO IN THE ‘‘ LONDON GAZETTE” OF THE 17TH OF 
JANUARY, 1905.) 

Note.—The amendments are privted in italics. The pages relate 
to the Supréme Court Funds Rules, 1894. 
AMENDMENTS TO BE MADE THROUGHOUT THE RULES. 

For Her Majesty’s insert His Majesty’s. 

For Queen’s Bench insert King’s Bench, 

For Chief Clerk insert Master. 

For New Consols insert Consols. 

Page 11. 

Rule 1. These Rules shall come into operation on the Ist day of 
March, 1905, and may be cited as ‘‘ The Supreme Court Funds Rules, 
1905.” 








Page 12. 
Rule 3.—Definitions. 

Government Securities.—Delete ‘‘ New Consols,”’ and insert :— 

Two and a half per centum Consolidated Stock (hereinafter called 
“ Consols”’ 5 

Funds. * stor ‘* securities” add ‘‘ including stocks and shares.” 

After “ Lodgment in Court,”’ insert :— 

“ Carry over,” in relation to a fund in Court, means to transfer the fund, 
or any part thereof, from one account to another in the books of the Pay- 
master. 

Page 13. 

Line 9. After ‘‘ Chief Clerk of the Chancery Division of the 
Court” insert or Master of the Supreme Court (Chancery Division). 

Line 12. Delete definition of Taxing Officer and insert—Taxing 
Master or Tuxing Officer refers to and includes the Masters of the 
Supreme Court (Taxing Office) or other person whose duty it is to tux 
costs in any Division or Department of the Supreme Court, or in 
Lunacy. 

After “‘ Statutory Declaration’ add :— 

“* Duty,” in relation to funds in Court, includes any Estate Duty, 
Settlement Estate Duty, Probate Duty, Account Stamp Duty, Legacy 
Duty, Succession Duty ; also the Duty of Income Tax and any other Duty 
payable to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue. 

Line 21. Delete ‘‘ Chief Clerk.” After definition of ‘‘ Duty” 
add :— 

‘* Brokerage,’ unless an Order otherwise directs, includes Stamp Duties 
under the Stamp Acts for the time being in force, and the Registration 
Kee, if any, chargeable by the Bunk, or by a Corporation or Company, 
cn the transfer of securities. 

Page 14. 

Rule 6. At end of paragraph a add: — 

When a payment, transfer, or delivery of any funds is to be made to a 
woman, her description, whether a spinster, married woman, or a widow, 
shall be set forth, and, in the case of a married woman, it shall be stated 
whether such payment, transfer, or delivery ts to be made to her for her 
separate use or upon her separate recetpt, or otherwise. 

Rule 12. Lines 2 and 3 to read :— 

The Taxing Officer shall state in his certificate the full name and 
address, Kc. 

Rule 12. At end, add :— 

When a Taxing Officer makes an Interim Certificate directing costs to be 
paid out of funds in Court, under the provisions of the Supreme Court 
Rules (Order LXV., Rule 27, Regulations 17 (b) or 39), vt shall be so 
described therein; but otherwise a Taxing Officer's Certificate shall be held 
to include all the costs directed, by the Order under which the Certificate is 
made, to be taxed and paid out of the funds in Court. 

Page 17. 
tule 17. Lines 4 and 5 to read :— 
if income tax has been deducted the amount thereof shall be stated, &c. 

Rule 17. At end, add:— 

Such interest, if for less than one year, shall be computed by the number 
of days, and not by months or any other period. 

Insert the existing Rule 17a at end, as paragraph ) of Rule 17. 

Rule 18, Lines 3 and 4 to read :— 

The execution of suvh document shall be certified by a Maoeler, or by 
a Master in Lunacy. 
Rule 18, Line 5. Delete ‘‘ or by a Chief Clerk.’’ 
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Page 18. 
Rule 20. Line 3:— 
Delete ‘‘under the Acts relating to legacy or estate or succession 
duty.” 
Page 25. 
Rule 40. Line 3:— 
After ‘‘ Agricultura” insert ‘“‘and Fisheries.” 
Rule 41. Paragraph 2 (d):— 
Delete the words ‘‘ legacy or estate or succession.” 
Insert the existing Rule 41 (a), Life Assurance (Payment into 
Court), as paragraph c of Rule 41 (at end), with separate marginal 


note. 
Page 27. 

Rule 44 (c). Line 4 to read :— 
receipt of a certificate of a Master, Taxing Officer, Registrar in Bank- 
ruptcy, Admiralty Registrar, or Official Referee (as the case may be). 

Page 28. 





Rule 46 to read :— 

A duly authenticated copy of every Order . . . shall be sent to 
the Paymaster by the Master, Registrar, Official Referee, Clerk of Assize, 
or Associate, as the case may be, and shalt be his authority for the issue 
of directions giving effect to such Orders. 

Rule 47. Paragraph 3 to read :— 

Except as hereinafter provided, sales of securities in pursuance of an 
Order of which a copy has been received at the Pay Office shall be 
made by the Paymaster from time to time as may be necessary for the 
purpose of carrying out the Order, upon application by or on behalf of 
the persons interested therein, and such application may be sent by 


t. 

P Rule 47. At end, add:— 

When an Order directs the sale of securities from time to time as may 
be necessary, for the purpose of providing for an annuity or other 
periodical payment. the securities may be sold by the Puymaster, when 
such sale becomes necessary, on receipt of evidence of the life of the payee, 
and of the fulfilment of the conditions of payment, if any, prescribed by 
the Order, but without any request by or on behalf of the person interested 


therein. 
Page 29. 

Rule 48 (6). Line 10. After “notary public,” add:—or the 
solicitor having carriage of the Order. 

Rule 48. After (c) add :— 

(d) When money not exceeding £2 is payable to a person residing within 
the United Kingdom, whose name and address are stated in the Schedule to 
an Order or in a Master’s or Taxing Officer's Certificate, the Paymaster 
may remit the amount by post direct to such person at the address so stated, 
or to his legal personal representative, if deceased (as provid-d by Rule 62), 
without any previous written request in that behalf. The dtrection for 
payment will be crossed so as to be payable only through a banker. 

Page 29. 

Rule 48 (d) to be altered to 48 (e) and read :— 

Any person residing or having an account at a bank within the 
United Kingdom, &c. 

After 48 (¢) add :— a 
and when payable to a person having an account at a bank in the United 
Kingdom shall be specially crossed to his account at the named bank and 
will not be negotiable. 

Rule 48. Add :— 

(f) When any dividend, annuity, or other periodical payment is pay- 
able to the trustees or other officers for the time being of any public body 
or charity, by virtue of their office, the Paymaster may remit the same by 
post to one of the payees authorized to receive it, on receipt of a request in 
he prescribed form, the direction for payment being crossed to the account 
of the said public body or charity at a bank to be named in the request. 

When such trustees or other officers are empowered to use @ Common 
Seal, the request shall be duly sealed and authenticated. 

Rule 48 (e) to be renumbered as 48 (9). 

Rule 49. Line 6. After ‘*Court”’ insert, or of the circumstances 
provided for in Rule 109 of these Rules, 


paid, transferred, or delivered to the person, as above described, who would 
be entitled to take out letters of administration, upon a declaration by such 
person, in the form No. 15 in the Appendix to these Rules, or to the like 


effect. 
After the foregoing add :— 

(d) When money not exceeding £2 in amount, is by an Order, or a 
Master’s or Taxing Officer’s Certificate, directed to be paid to any person in 
his own right, and such person dies either on or after the date of the Order, 
the amount may be paid to his legal personal representative, upon a 
declaration by the latter in the Form No. 17 in the Appendix to these 
Rules, without production of the probate.or letters of adminisiration. 

Rule 63 to read :— 

(a) When money in Court is by an Order directed to be paid to any 
persons described in the Order, or in a Certificate of a Master, or of a 
Taxing Officer, or of a Master in Lunacy, as co-partners, or as 
carrying on business in the name of a company or firm, such money 
may be paid to any one or more of such persons, &c. 

Rule 63. After (a) add :— 

(b) Unless the Court shall otherwise direct, payment to a woman, 
described in the Schedule to an Order or ina Master’s Certificate as a 
creditor, shareholder, or debenture-holder, may be made to her upon her 
separate receipt. 

(c) When a Limited Company, to which money is directed to be paid, 
has gone into voluntary liquidation subsequent/y to the date of the Order 
Sor payment, the Paymaster, upon the request of the liquidator, under the 
seal of the Company, may pay to him the amount so payuble. The 
direction for payment will be specially crossed to the account of the Com- 
pany (in liquidation) at a bank to be named by the liquidator, and his 
receipt shall be a good dischurge to the Paymaster. 

Rule 64. At end, add:— 

(b) When money not exceeding £100 in amount is payable to two or 
more persons described in the Schedule to an Order or in a Master’s 
Certificate as legal personal representatives, payment of the same may be 
made, unless the Order otherwise directs, to any one of them, for and on 
behalf of himself and the other representatives. 

This Rule shall also apply to similar payments to legal personal repre- 
sentatives under Rule 62. 

Rule 65. Line 5 to read: — 
six years from the date of the Order or Certificate. 

Rule 66. Line 2 :— 

Delete ‘‘ legacy or estate or succession.” 

Rule 67. Line 8 to read :— 

The Paymaster shall carry over the amount of /tes so certified, &c. 

Page 35. 

Rule 67. After line 4 add :— 

(b) Any fees, poundages, and percentage: certified by the Registrar 
or other proper officer of the Admiralty Division to be payable out of 
funds in Court, shall be carried over by the Puamaster to the same 
account, and similarly dealt with. 

(c) Any amount directed by a Master in Lunacy to be carried over, as 
Lunacy Percentage, from the credit of any matt-r in Lunacy shall, on 
receipt of the Order or other authority, be carried over by the Paymaster 
to the credit of *‘ The Paymaster General's Lunacy Percentage Account,’’ 
and the amount so carried over shail, from time tu time as the Treasurer 
may direct, be paid to the account of His Majesty's Exchequer. 

Rule 67. At end, add:— 

(d) Upon any transfer of securities out of Court under an Order, a 
fee shall be charged upon each such transfer, in lieu of any brokerage 
usually charged upon the transfer of such securities. Such fee shall be 
charged as follows :— 

On Government and other securities transferable at the Bank of 
England or elsewhere by inscription— 


On each transfer not exceeding £100 ove 2s, 6d. 

On each transfer not exceeding £500 . 5s. Od. 

On each transfer exceeding £500 ee =: 108, Od. 
On other securities transferable by deed— 

On each transfer, irrespective of amount 10s. Od. 


The fees should be paid into the Bank to the Pay Office Account by the 





Page 32. 
Rule 56. Lines 1 and 2 to read :— 
When any dividends as in the last preceding Rule mentioned have, 
pursuant to a General or other previous Order, or these Rules. | 
Page 33. 
_ Rule 62, Lines 10 and 11 to read:— | 
in case of payments directed to be made to creditors, shareholders or | 
debenture-holders, as such. 


Page 34. 
Rule 62, At end, add :— 
(c) When funds in Court are by an Order directed to be paid, trans- 
ferred, or delivered, to the legal personal representative of a deceased | 


parties applying for the transfer, and, when so paid in, shall be placed to 
an account in the Pay Office Books of “‘ Fees on Transfer of Securities,” 


| and the amount so placed shall, from time to time, as the Treasury may 


direct, be paid to the account of His Majesty's Exchequer. 

Rule 67. P. ph 2 to read :— 

(e) Sums of less than one shilling held by the Paymaster under 
Rule 48 (g) shall be carried over to a ial account in the Pay Office 
books, entitled ** Sums of less than 1s., held under Rule 48 (g),” and the 
amount so carried over shall, from time to time, as the Treasury may 
direct, be paid to the account of His Majesty's Exchequer. 

Rule 67. After (¢) add :— 

(f) In apportioning to the suitors’ accounts the dividends and interest 
received in respect of securities in Court, the Paymaster shall wot distribute 


person when constituted, then, tf such deceased person has died intestate, and | fractions of a penny, but shall place the aggregate amount of such fractions 


no administration has been taken out to such deceased person, and his 
assets, including the amount of the funds directed to be so paid, trans- 
ferred, or delivered, do not exceed the value of £100, such funds may be 








to an account tn the Pay Office books entitled “ Dividend fractions of pence 
held under Rule 67 (f),” and the same shall from time to time, as the 
Treasury may-direct, be paid to the account of His Majesty's Bxchequer. 
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Rule 69. Line 7 to read :— 

dividends, if amounting to or exceeding £20, together with, &c. 
Page 36. 

Rule 70 to read as follows :— 

70. When money in Court is invested in Exchequer bonds, and 
when Exchequer bonds are, in pursuance of an Order, lodged in Court, 
any principal money or interest which may thereafter be received 
and paid into the Bank in respect of such bonds, or in respect of any 
such bonds for which the same may be exchanged, shall from time to 
time, as the same shall be so received and paid into the Bank, be also 
invested by the Paymaster, unless such Order otherwise directs, or 
until he recsives a written request or notice of a further Order to the 
contrary, in Exchequer bonds, which shall be placed to the same 
credit. 

Pages 35-6. 

Rules 71 to read as follows :-— 

71. When and so often as any securities deposited at the Bank to 
the credit of the Pay Office Account shall be in course of payment, 
the Bank shall, without any direction from the Paymaster, cause all 
such securities so in course of payment to be delivered to one of 
the cashiers of the Bank, who is to receive the principal money or 
interest due thereon, and the Bank shall forthwith after every such 
receipt of principal or interest certify to the Paymaster, without any 
direction from him for that purpose, the amounts of securities so paid 
off, and the amount of the principal money and interest, received on 
such securities; and upon receiving such certificate the Paymaster 
shall place such principal money and interest to the credit in the 
books at the Pay Office to which the securities so paid off were 
placed. 

Page 36. 

Rule 72 to read thus :— 

(a) A sum of money in Court less than £20 shall not be invested in 
securities, unless an Order directs such investment to be made notwithstand- 
ing the smallness of the amount. This Rule shall extend to the investment 
of dividends accruing on securities in Court which are ‘directed to be 
teves‘ed. 

Atend, add :— 

(6) Unless an Order otherwise divects, the investmen; of money in 
securities other than Government securities under Rule 86, may be effected 
by one or more transactions, from time to time until the total investment 
directed by the Order has been completed. 

Rule 73. Paragraph 1:— 

(a) For £40 read £20. 

(b) When it is stated in the Schedule to the Affidavit, &. (page 
37). For £40 insert £20. 

Page 37. 

Rule 77 to read :— 

Money shall not be placed on deposit in the following cases :— 

(a) In any cause or matter in the King’s Bench or Probate, Divorce, 
and Admiralty Divisions; or in Lunacy. 

Page 38. 

Rule 77 (f) to read :— 

When an Order is made dealing with the money, or any part of it, 
otherwise than by directing it, or the residue thereof, to be placed on deposit 
or carried over. 

Rule 79 to read :— 

peel -enen on deposit of money lodged in court shall not be 
defe beyond the last day of the month in which it shall be 
lodged in Court, or in which a request to place the same on deposit shall 
have been received at the Pay Office; but in the case of money lodged in 
Court on the last day of the month, or when a request as above is received 
on the last day of a month, the placing on deposit shall not be deferred 
beyond the last day of the following month. 

Rule 80 to read :— 

When an Order directs Government securities to be sold, and the 
whole of the money arising thereby is placed on deposit unider these 
Rules. 

Page 40 

Rule 87. Delete the last sentence of the present Rule and substi- 
tute the following :— 

The price herein-mentioned shall be the price at which the security was 
leing purchaced or wld, as derived by adding one-eighth per cent, in the 
caae of subvhece, and deducting one-eighth per cent. in the case of sales, 
from the average price of the Government securities appearing in the account 
transmitted to the Comptroller-General of the National Debt Office by the 
cashiers of the Bank of England, a copy whereof shall be sent daily by the 
Bank to the Pay Office. 

Page 43, 

Rule 94. Line4. After“ certified” insert “ or otherwise ascertained 
by > depp provided for by the Order, or by these Rules.” 

Rule 95. Line 7 to real:~ 
attested by.a Justice of the Peace, Commissioner to administer Oaths, 
Notary Public, Clerk in holy orders, a Minister of religion acting and 
resident within the town or district where he attests, or a registered 
medical practitioner in attendance on the declarant. 





Rule 101. Line 5:— 

Delete ‘‘ other than those referred to in the next following Rule.” 

Rule 101. Add at end :— ; 

The Paymaster may omit from such list or statement any accounts in 
respect of which he may be informed by or on behalf of a person claiming 
to be interested therein that an application is about to be made to the Court 
to deal therewith ; or any account of an infant legatee in which the funds 
have been lodged under Rule 41 without an affidavit, and the period 
during which they have remained undealt with does not exceed 20 years. 


Page 45. 

Rule 102. Lines 2-3 to three to read :— 
such balances of money and securities as do not together caceed £5. 

Rule 103. Line 2:— 

Delete from ‘‘ exclusive” to ‘‘ opened” inline 4. 

Page 46, 

Rule 109. Add:— 

(b) The Paymaster may, without any Order in that behalf, take the 
necessary steps, under such directions as the Treasury muy issue, to effect 
the conversion of any securities in Court, the conversion of which is 
compulsory upon the holders under any Act of Parliament, or the sanc- 
tion of the Court, or any scheme of reconstruction duly authorized under 
the Companies Acts. 

The authority for such conversion shall be lodged with the Paumaster and 
retained by him, including, if required by him, an office copy affidavit of 
the Secretary or other proper officer of the Company, or public body concerned, 
or of the solicitor for any of the parties to the suit. 

(c) When any Limited Company goes into liquidation, and thereafter is 
dissolved, the Paymaster, on receipt of notification in writing from the 
Liquidator that no assets are or will be distributable in respect of any 
securities of the Company in Court, and from the Registrar of Joint Stock 
Companies that the Company is dissolved, shall withdraw from the Bank 
the certificates, if any, representing such securities, and shall write-off the 
said securities from the accounts to which the same may be standing, and 
shall transmit to to the Audit Office such certificates, together with the 
notifications of the Liquidator of the Campany and the Registrar of Joint 
Stock Companies, as authority for such writing-off. 

Page 47. 
Rule 110. Line 3. 
Delete ‘‘ without deduction for brokerage.” 

Page 69. 

Appendix. Form 1i. 
Sums not exceeding £2. 
Rules 62 and 48. 
Declaration by Executor or a 
Administrator of a person 
entitled to payment. 





In THE HigH Cour? or JUSTICE, 





_ CdD IVISION. 
Precise title of nei ) 
or suit as in Pay Office 
Books, See Note. 
Date of Order 19 
Certificatefiled —-_—s:'19 
coe fa I eee : 
description of of solemnly 
applicant. declare that am(b) 
(0) Executor (or —e - 
one of the of (c)_ —_ : : E ae 
Bzecutors) or of _ ___who died 
{4 Pemeent on.rti‘COCCCC‘*CN' =~ and whose Will waa 
address of proved, or Letters of Administration to whose estate 
deceased. were granted, onthe __ : 19 


I am entitled to receive the sum of £ ,, _ ,, 
directed to be paid to the said deceased by the above- 
mentioned Order (or Certificate). 

And I make this solemn declaration conscientiously 
believing the same to be true. 


Signature of Executor al 
or Administrator. ? 


Declared before me this ~ 
aed 19 
Magistrateof | 
or ae 
Minister of > Signature 
or 
A Commissioner to Adminis- 
ter Oaths. J 
Norz.—It will not be possible to make a remittance 


when the particulars required are not fully and 
acurately stated. 
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Cheques can only be remitted direct to a payee, at 
his address as given in the declaration, and not to 
the care of other persons. 








Cases of the Week. 


Court of Appeal. 


Re FRERE AND STAVELEY TAYLOR & CO. AND THE NORTH SHORE 
MILL CO. (LIM.), No. 1. 2ist Dec.; 14th Jan. 


PracticE—ApPEaAL—*‘ Practice AND ProcepurE’’—OrbDER TO ARBITATOR 
ro StaTE CasE—ARBITRATION Act, 1889 (52 & 53 Vicr. c. 49), s. 19— 
Jupicature Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 16), s. 1, suB-secTion 4. 


Appeal from an order of Jelf, J., in chambers, directing an arbitrator to 
state a special case for the opinion ofthe court. Frere and Staveley Taylor 
& Co. brought an action against the North Shore Mill Co. for damages 
for breach of a contract. The North Shore Mill Co. applied to 
have the action stayed under section 4 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, 
upon the ground that the contract contained a submission of the dispute 
to arbitration, and this application was granted. The matter was there- 
upon referred to arbitration, and questions of law arose in the course of 
the reference. Upon the application of Frere and Staveley Taylor & Co., 
Jelf, J., under section 19 of the Arbitration Act, 1889, ordered the 
arbitrator to state a special case for the opinion of the court. The 
application was headed in the arbitration and not in the action. 
The North Shore Mill Co. appealed. Upon the appeal coming on, a 
preliminary objection was taken that this was not a matter of ‘‘ practice 
and procedure ’’ within section 1, sub-section 4, of the Judicature 
Act, 1894, and that the appeal did not lie to the Court of Appeal, and 
Watson v. Petts (47 W. R. 68 ; 1899, 1Q. B. 54) and Long v. Great Northern 
and City Railway Co. (1902, 1 K. B. 813) were relied upon. Upon the other 
side, Re Portland Urban District Council and Tilley § Co. (1896, 2 Q. B. 98, 
44 W. R. Dig. 122) was relied upon. _ 

Tur Covrr (Cottins, M.R., and Srreiivne, L.J.), having taken time to 
consider, said that the principle embodied in the cases of Watson v. Petts 
and Long v. Great Northern and City Railway Co. applied to the present case, 
and therefore the preliminary objection must prevail, and the appeal 
must be dismissed.—CounsgL, J. 4. Hamilton, K.C., and G. D. Keogh ; 
Danckwerts, K.C., and F. FE. Smith. Soxrcrrors, Neal, Evans, Lockett, § Co., 
Liverpool ; Pritchard, Englefield, § Co., for Simpson, North, § Co., Liverpool. 

[Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


AYLWARD v. MATTHEWS. No. 1. 18th Jan. 


Master AND Servant—Emptoyers’ Liasriry—Accrpent—“ Buripine ”— 
Sream Crane PLatrorm—Workmen's Compensation Act, 1897 (60 & 61 
Vict. c. 37), 8. 7, sUn-sEcTION 1, 

Appeal from the award of Judge Emden, at the Lambeth County Court, 
under the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897. The applicant for 
compensation was a labourer employed by Matthews in the construction 
of a steam crane platform. Matthews was a crane erector, and had 
entered into a contract to erect a steam crane platform to be used for the 

urpose of hoisting up materials in connection with building operations. 

When Matthews had completed the erection of a cr@me platform he and his 

men wauld leave, and they would have no more to do with the work. The 

crane platform was constructed of timber supported by three long wooden 
legs, each leg consisting of four uprights connected together by cross-pieces 
of wood so as to form a hollow square 4 feet each way. Each leg was let 
into the ground, and where so let in it was surrounded by loose bricks to 
keep it tirm. In order to construct the platform planks were placed on 
the cross-pieces and ladders were placed on the planks to enable the 
workmen to go up and down. The ladders and planks were the scaffolding 
by means of which the platform was erected, and were removed when the 
platform was completed. The crane platform would be removed when the 
permanent building was finished. The applicant was working on one of the 
legs, and as he was descending a ladder inside the leg, the plank on which 
the ladder was resting breke, and he felland wasinjured. At the time of the 
accident the crane structure was sixty-two feet in height, but the permanent 
building was not thirty feet high, only the foundations having been laid. In 
proceedings to assess compensation under the Workmen's Compensation 

Act, 1807, the county court judge found that the steam crane platform 

was a ‘‘ building’’ within section 7, sub-section 1, of the Act, exceeding 

thirty feet in height, and that it was being constructed by means of a 

scaffolding, and that Matthews was the undertaker in respect thereof. He 

accordingly made an award in favour of the applicant. Matthews 
appealed. 

Tur Covrr (Cotiins, M.R., and Marnew and Cozens-Harpy, LJJ,), 
dismissed the appeal. 

Co.uins, M.R., said that the finding of the county court judge on a 
question of fact was conclusive, unless the court could say asa matter of law 
that this temporary wooden structure sixty-two feet in height cc ul i not be 
a“ building ” within section 7, sub-section 1, of the Act. “The At dealt 
with accidents to workmen who were employed (inter alia) on, in, or about a 
building which exceeded thirty feet in height and was being constructed by 
means of a scaffolding. The elements of an accidentin such a case were the 
dropping of tools or other things on to workmen below, or a workman 





falling off the scaffolding. ‘Those elements existed in as great a degree in 
the case of a wooden structure like the present one as in the case of a 
permanent structure of brick or stone. It was a question of fact in each 


case, and it could not be said as a matter of law that this structure, 
because it was a temporary wooden structure, was not capable of being a 
** building ’’ within the Act. 
Matuew and Cozens-Harpy, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnser, John 
O’ Connor ; Minton-Senhouse. Soxricrrors, 8S. A. Clench & Co.; H. B. Sewell. 
| Reported by W. F. Barry, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. j 


SIMPSON v. THE EBBW VALE STEEL, IRON, AND COAL CO. (LIM.). 
No, 1. 20th and 21st Jan. 


Master anp Servant—Dezatu Cavsep sy AccripENT—APPLICATION FOR 
CompENsATION BY Wipow or A Certirrep Manacer or a Coat Mrxe— 
** Workman's’? Waces—SaLary— W orkMEN’s Compensation Act, 1897, 
s. 7 (2). 


Appeal by the applicant from an award by Judge Owen, sitting at the 
Newport (Monmouthshire) County Court,in favour of the defendants. 
The applicant was the widow of the late certified manager of the 
Prince of Wales Colliery, Monmouthshire, which was one of the collieries 
owned by the respondents. The facts wére that on the 4th of December, 
1903, the deceased man in the course of his duty went down the 
mine to investigate a fall of roof, when it was alleged that he met 
with an accident that resulted in his death. As certified manager 
Simpson was paid a fixed salary of £400 a year, payable monthly, 
and had a housefound him rent free, and a free supply of house coal. 
The county court judge held that the manager was not a ‘‘ workman” 
within the Workmen’s Compensation Act, 1897, and therefore, that ‘his 
widow had no claim to com tion under the Act. By section 7 (2) of 
the Act ‘“‘ workman ’”’ includes every person who is engaged in an employ- 
ment to which this Act applies, whether by way of manual labour or 
otherwise. And it was contended that as certified mine managers were 
not expressly precluded from the benefit of the Act they were included. 
It was said that a mine er was in every sense a workman, his duties 
were to go down into the mine, and he ran the same risk as the other men. 
In some small mines the managers were paid less than the men earned or 
could earn in wages. On the other hand, for the employers, it was pointed 
out that a line must be drawn somewhere between the classes of workmen 
and paid officials, who, though workmen in a sense, were really in the 
position of vice-masters. The language and the whole scheme of the Act 
pointed to the Legislature intending it to apply to workmen who received a 
weekly wage, not to that class of person whose earning were not spoken 
of as “‘ wages’? but as salary. 1t had been held that a secretary of a 
company was not for this reason within the Act. Schedule I., clause 1 (4), 
gave the test to be applied to the question whether a workman came 
within the Act or not by directing that compensation was not to be paid 
for any accident that did not render the workman incapable of earning 
wages for at least two weeks. 

Tue Court dismissed the appeal. 

Cottins, M.R., in giving judgment, pointed out that in construing 
this Act the ordinary and popular sense was to be given to the language 
used by the Legislature. It seemed to him that the learned county court 
judge was right in holding that the deceased man was not a ‘‘workman”’ in 
the sense that the term workman was used in thestatute. When the title 
of the Act was considered it shewed that the law which was intended to be 
amended was the law relating to the compensation to workmen which was 
to be found in certain then existiug statutes. He referred to section 1, 
sub-section 1, and section 7, sub-section 2, as shewing that although the 
word ‘‘ workman’ was extended, the notion conveyed by the word ** work- 
man ’”’ was not eliminated. Again, sub-section 2 (@) of section 1 contained 
the provision that ‘“‘the employer shall not be liable under this Act in 
respect of any injury which does not disable the workman for a period of 
at least two weeks from earning full wages at the work at which he was 
employed.’’ That clearly pointed toa class of persons whose remunera- 
tion could properly be described as wages. The limit of 50 per cent., in 
no case exceeding £1, of the injured man's weekly average earnings all 
pointed to the decision of the county court judge here being well founded. 
In his opinion there was abundant evidence that the deceased man was not 
a workman within the definition, 

Marnew, L.J., in concurring, said he read the words in the definition of 
workman ‘‘ whether employed by way of manual labour or otherwise ’’ to 
mean employed by way of manual labour or labour other than manual 
which would not extend the term workman beyond the wage-earning as 
distinguished from a salaried class. 

Cozens-Harpy, L.J., in agreeing, admitted the question was one of 
difficulty. He did not regard the so-called definition of ‘* workman” 
strictly speaking as a definition, but rather as an indication that under the 
Act certain persons were to be included who on a narrow construction 
might be excluded. But it did not include every person who had an 
employer.—Covunset, S, 7. Beans, K.C., and John Sankey ; Ruegg, K.C , aud 
Albert Parsons, Soricrrors, Mercalfe § Saarpe, for T. 8. Edwards, Newport, 
Mon.; Jerey Becher, for Vaixe Simons, Pontypridd. 

[Reported by Exsxive Rep, Esqg., Barrister-at-Law. | 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. SCOTT. No. 2. 20th and 23rd Jan. 


Hienway—Locomorrve—Traction Exqrve—Nvrsance— Warerrer Pamary 
Cavuss or Nursance—Dvry or Roap Avrnosrry. 


Appeal of plaintiffs from a judgment of Jelf, J. (reported 48 Sotrerrons” 
Jovrnat 623), refusing to make perpetual an interim injunction granted 
by Phillimore, J , and affirmed by the Court of Appeal (see 1904, 1 K. B. 
404). The action was brought on the relation of the County Council of 
Monmouthshire to restrain the defendant from using his locomotive (which 
the county council had licensed him to use within the said county) ie such a 
way as to create a public nuisance by damaging or obstructing the highway 
leading from Caldicot to Magor. The damage alleged was that by excessive 
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user of the road in drawing stone from a quarry to the railway the road 
had been so cut up as to be rendered impassable for ordinary traffic and 


dangerous to wayfarers. The defendant counterclaimed for a declaration 
that it was the duty of the county council to maintain the highway of such 
construction and strength as to bear the passage of the defendant’s 
locomotive, and for an order directing them to do so. The learned judge 
found on the evidence that the bad condition of the road was not primarily 
caused by the defendant, but partly by the traction traffic and partly by 
other traffic, and primarily by the failure of the county council to main- 
tain the road in a fit condition to bear the traffic, which was not more 
unusual or onerous than they might have expected it to be, and to the 
careless and dilatory way in which they had proceeded with the recon- 
struction. He refused the injunction, and dismissed the counterclaim, 
which the defendant had agreed to raise by way of argument in opposition 
to the claim. 

Tae Cover (Vavcnan Writs, Romer, and Srieiine, L JJ.) refused 
to disturb the finding of the learned judge. It was true the questions of 
fact were the same as had already been dealt with both by Phillimore, J., 
and in this court, but, while 1t was not surprising that the affidavit 
evidence had been thought sufficient to establish a primé facie case of 
nuisance, that would not preclude a fair and unprejudieed trial on vivd 
voce evidence. No doubt every user, whether public or private, heavy or 
otherwise, affected the surface of a road to some extent, and the facts 
shewed that the defendant's engine did affect this road more or less; but 
there was nothing in the finding of Jelf, J., to shew that the bad condition 
of the road was caused by the defendant’s engine more than by the other 
traffic. The fact was there had been an increase in the general traffic, 
caused partly, no doubt, by the opening of the new railway station and 
the line through the Severn tunnel, and also by the extended use of the 
limestone obtained from the quarry, and the finding was that the condition 
of the road was primarily due to the failure of the council to deal with 
the road in such a way as to make it fit to bear that increase. Appeal 
dismissed.—CovnseL, Right Hon. H. H. Asquith, K.C., Macmorran, K.C., 
and J. R, Atkin; Arthur Powell, K.C., R. Cunningham Glen, and A. A. 
Bethune. Souicirors, H. M. Davis, for H. 8. Gustard, Newport, Mon. ; 
Hicks, Davis, & Hunt. 


[Reported by R. Hitt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. |} 


Re ARBITRATION BETWEEN HULL AND MEUX (LADY). 
24th Jan. 
Laxpiorp anp TeNant—AGREEMENT vor Letrinc Farm—Hay anv Srraw 
TO BE Constmep oN Farm—Sracxs Destroyep sy ACCIDENTAL Fire— 
WaerHer Breacn or AGREEMENT. 


Appeal from a judgment of the Wiltshire County Court, on a special 
case stated by an umpire under the Agricultural Holdings Acts. The 
parties were Lady Meux, the landlady, and Robert Hull and John Newman, 
the tenants, of a farm let ona yearly agreement. The agreement contained 
a clause binding the tenants ‘‘to stack upon the premises all the crops of 
hay and corn arising from the farm, and to consume on the farm all the 
hay, straw, chaff, and turnips, and other green crops arising therefrom ; 
and to carry out and spread upon the farm in regular succession all the 
dung and manure arising therefrom.’’ An accidental fire took place, 
woereby a quantity of hay and straw which had been stacked was 
destroyed, and the question for decision was whether the landlady was 
entitled to claim damages from the tenants for breach of their agreement 
to consume the said hay and straw on the farm and spread on the farm the 
duog and manure arising therefrom. The county court judge held that 
this Was a case where the continued existence of the subject-matter was 
an implied condition of the contract, and that consequently the landlady’s 
claim was not tenable. 

Tay Cover (Vavenas Wriiras, Romer, and Srieinc, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

Vavrenas Witiiums, L.J.—I do not think we need have recourse in this 
case to any such principle as was laid down by Blackburn, J., in Taylor v. 
Caldwell 11 W. R. 726, 3 B. & 8. 826, 833) and applied in Howell v. Coupland 
(24 W, B. 470,1. B. D. 258), though I am far from saying it ought not 
to be applied here if the words of the contract were such as to admit of it. 
We have here a contract for the letting of a farm, and it concains con- 
di ions intended to ensure proper cultivation—among other things, that the 
crops shall be so dealt with that the land may not be impoveriehed. In 
my judgment, according to the proper construction of the clause in ques- 
tion, the words of it relate only to things which are in existence on the 
farm, and which can be dealt with actively, or left passively, for the benefit 
of the farm. I understand the clause to be intended to regulate acts of 
husbandry when the state of things is such that those acts can be performed, 
and that if no such acts can be performed then the clause has no applica- 
tion. In my opiuion the coucty court judge was right. 

Romer and Srinimc, L.JJ., concurred. Appeal dismissed.—Covnszt, 
Holman Gregory, and Bagot ; F. E. Weatherly. ‘Soxicrrons, Upton § Britton ; 
Cllyer- Bristow & Co. tor Wood & Awdry, Chippenham. 

| Reported by RB. Hix, Eaq., Barrister-at-Law.] 


No, 2. 


FITCH » BERMONDSEY GUARDIANS. No.2. 20thJan. 
Lesacy—Asyitem—Cranoes von Maintenance or Paurer Luwyatics nor 
Serriey Wirnix tae Cocnty ox Boxoton to Waicn THe Asyium BeLoncs 
—Lasit ov pucn Cuanors—Lusxacy Act, 1890 (53 & 54 Vict. c. 5), 6. 283 


1) (3). 

Thi+ was an appeal by the plaintiff against a decision of the Divisional 
Court (1 ord Alvesstone, C.J., and Kennedy and Phillimore, JJ., reported 
54 W. I. 154; 1904, 2 K. &. 709). ‘Lhe action was brought by the visiting 
committee of the Uity of Loudun Lunatic Asylum, in the name of their 
Clerk, to recover from the Bermondsey Guardians the sum of £11 15s. for 








the lodging and maintenance in the asylum, for three months ending in 
March, 1904, of a pauper lunatic whose legal settlement was in Bermond- 
sey. By section 283, sub-section 1, of the Lunacy Act, 1890, “‘ Every 
visiting committee shall fix a weekly sum, not exceeding 14s., for the 
expenses of maintenance and other expenses of each pauper lunatic in the 
asylum . and such weekly sum may from time to time be altered.” 
By sub-section 3, “‘A committee may fix a greater weekly sum, not 
exceeding 14s., to be charged in respect of pauper lunatics other than 
those sent from or settled in a parish or place withiu tbe county 
or borough to which the asylum belongs.’’ Before February, 
1904, the visiting committee, by a resolution under sub-section 
1 of section 283, fixed the weekly charge for the maintainance and 
other expenses of ‘pauper lunatics chargeable to the Union of the City of 
London at 12s, 3d., and on the 4th of February, 1904, the committee 
fixed the weekly charge for pauper lunatics chargeable to unions outside 
the city at 21s. Notice of that resolution was given to the defendants, 
The amount claimed by the plaintiffs in this case exceeded 2s. per diem, 
(i.e., 14s. a week) for a part of the three months during which the lunatic 
had been maintained. ‘The defendants paid into court £9—i.¢., 2s. a day 
for the whole three months. The plaintiffs continued the action for the 
balance. The judge of the City of London Court gave judgment for the 
defendants. The Divisional Court affirmed this decision. They held that 
the word ‘‘ greater ”’ in sub-section 3 could not properly be construed as 
meaning ‘‘additional.”” The committee had power to fix in the case of 
out lunatics a weekly sum greater than the sum already fixed under sub- 
section 1, but that greater sum must not exceed 14s. Sub-section 3 was 
intended to meet a case in which the committee did not charge for home 
lunatics up to the inazimum, and to enable them in that case to charge a 
larger sum for out lunatics. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Cover (Vaccnan WiiiiaMs, Romer, and Simic, L.JJ.) dismissed 
the appeal. 

VavcHan Wiiiams, L.J., said that it might well be that the difference 
between the Act of 1853 and the Act of 1890 was accidental, but the court 
had to construe the Act of Parliament as it was drawn. He thought that 
the words of the Act were too strong for the court to accede to the argu- 
ment of the appellants. In his opinion the decision of the Divisional 
Court was quite right. 

Romer and Srrieurne, L.JJ., concurred.—CounseEt, Danckwerts, K.C., and 
Neilson ; C. A. Russell, K.C., and R. C. Glen. Soxicrrors, The City Solicitor ; 
Arkcoll, Cockell, § Chadwick. 

[Reported by J. I. Stratixe, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
AINSWORTH v. WILDING. Joyce, J. 12th and 13th Jan. 


Morreacork anp Morrcacre—Takine Accounts—MortTGAGEE IN Posszs- 
SION—SALE or Part or Mortcacep Property—REDEMPTION—ACCOUNT 
or Rents AND Prorirs—Rests. 


Adjourned summons. In 1874 John Smith, who was a builder and 
quarry owner, was indebted to Richard and John Wilding, who were his 
solicitors and agents, in considerable sums for money borrowed, and for 
these sums the Wildings held some equitable securities. On the 7th of 
October, 1877, Smith gave the Wildings an equitable mortgage by way of 
charge upon certain freehold and leasehold properties to secure the sum 
of £12,500 with interest at 5 per cent., that being the amount, according 
to the Wilding:, then due to them from Smith. In January, 1878, the 
Wildings gave Smith twenty-four hours’ notice of their intention to sell 
the property comprised in the mortgage, and Smith, on the 22nd of 
January, brought an action against the Wildings for an account of what 
was due on their mortgage and for redemption. ‘The plaintiff, Thomas 
Ainsworth, was Smith's solicitor in this action until the summer of 1879, 
when a change of solicitors took place. On the 28th of March, 1878, 
Smith obtained a judgment declaring that the mortgage of the 7th of 
October, 1877, cught to stand as a security fur what was due at that date from 
Smith to the Wildings, on the balance of account of the dealings and trans- 
actions between them with interest at 5 per cent. from the 7th of October, 
1877. ‘The decree went on to direct an account of what was due to the 
Wildings for principal and interest on their security, and the judgment 
then proceeded to declare ‘redemption in the ordinary way. ‘Lhe costs 
were reserved. Under this decree accounts were taken and carried in ; there 
was much disputing, but ultimately, on the 4th of August, 1879, after Ains- 
worth had ceased to act for Smith, the accounts were agreed to, and Smith 
signed a memorandum admitting that he owed the Wildings on their security 
£11,805 3s. 1d. on the 7th of October, 1877, and he agreed to settle the 
action on those terms, and to pay his own costs and £100 towards the 
defendants’ costs, and an order staying the proceedings on these terms was 
afterwards made, the £100 to be paid within two months. Previously, in 
February, 1879, Smith had executed a second mortgage of the 
same property as that comprised in the mortgage of the 7th of 
October, 1877, to Thomas Ainsworth to secure a total sum not exceeding 
£10,000. In October, 1879, the Wildings as first mortgagees entered into 
porsession of the mortgaged property and trom time to time sold portions 
of it. Smith, the mortgagor, never paid off any portion of the money 
secured by the mortgage, and became bankrupt in 1884, and died in 1592. 
Richard Wilding also died in 1884. In August, 1890, Ainsworth, who was 
not a party to the action of Smith v. Welding, commenced an action against 
the Wildings, Smith’s trustee in bankruptcy, and a third mortgagee Sir 
W. C. Brooks, for an account of what was due on the security of the 7th 
of October, 1877, and for redemption, Ainsworth died in December, 1590, 
and the action was continued by his representatives. After much inter- 
vening litigation—as to which see Ainsworth v. Wilding (1806, 1 Ch, 673) 
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and Wilding v. Sanderson (45 W. R. 462, 675 ; 1897, 2 Ch. 534)—this action 
was revived by order of the 9th of August, 1898, and the statement of claim 
as finally amended, in addition to what was asked in the original statement 
of claim, asked to have an account of all dealings and transactions between 
Smith and the Wildings taken upon the principle of a current account, and 
if and so far as it may be necessary that the alleged settled account may be 
reopened. The action came before Joyce, J., who directed that the 
following accounts should be taken: (1) An account of what was due to 
the defendant, J. Wilding, under and by virtue of the said security of the 
Tth of October, 1877, and that such account was to be taken as an ordinary 
mortgagee’s account, to commence with the sum of £11,805 3s. 1d., less 
§ 8s. for one bill of costs, being the sum appearing in the 
account filed in the action of Smith v. Wilding, and which account 
was to be treated as a settled account up to the 7th of October, 1877. 
(2) An account of the rents and profits received by the defendant. (3) An 
inquiry as to what part of the hereditaments comprised in the said mort- 
gage had been sold. (4) An account of the proceeds of any such sale. 
The defendants’ accounts had since been taken in chambers, and the 
present application was adjourned from chambers to decide as to whether 
or not certain items in the defendants’ accounts ought to be allowed to 
the defendants. The accounts were prepared in three parts. The first 

was the principal and interest account, in which interest had been 
calculated on the principal sum due, and rests taken after each sale of the 
mortgaged property, the net proceeds of the sales being applied, first in 

ent of interest due at the time of sale, and the balance in 
reduction of the principal debt, interest being then calculated on the 
reduced amount of principal. The second part was an account of the 
rents, profits, and disbursements, and shewed a balance in hand of £2,294 
The third part was an account of the proceeds of sales, in which the 
expenses of sales had been deducted from the gross proceeds and only the 
net proceeds carried into the principal and interest account. There had 
been a surplus of rents and profits over disbursements in the hands of the 
defendant since January, 1885. For the plaintiffs it- was contended 
that, according to Thompson v. Hudson (18 W. R. 1081, L. R. 10 Eq. 497), 
whenever there was a sale of the mortgaged property a rest must be 
taken, not only of the proceeds of the sale, but also of any surplus of 
rents and profits in the hands of the mortgagee, and that the defendant 
was not entitled to keep the balance of rents over payments in his hands 
without charging himself with interest. That as the mortgagee had money 
in his hands sufficient to pay the expenses of the sales, he ought to bring 
into the principal and interest account the gross proceeds of the sales, and 
not deduct the expenses, For the defendants it was argued that Thompson 
v. Hudson only decided that the proceeds of sale must be brought into 
account after each sale and set-off against principal and interest. The 
question of rents and profits was not considered at all. Accounts of 
rents and profits have always been treated as separate and distinct accounts : 
Daniell’s Chancery Forms, p. 773. A mortgagee was not bound to receive 
his money in driblets (Nelson v. Booth, 3 De Gex & Jones 119), but different 
considerations arose if he sold part of the property, as he was realizing 
part of his security. 

Joyce, J., said that the action of Ainsworth v. Wilding was practically 
an action for redemption by a second mortgagee against the first mortgagee. 
A decree was made on the 3rd of August, 1901, directing common accounts, 
but that decree contained no order for taking rest’. Accounts had been 
brought in, and the proceeds of the sales of the mo property had 
been brought in as debits against the mortgagee and credits to the mort- 
gagor in the first account of what was due on the security, and they had 
been brought in as at the date of the sales. The p@Mintiffs had started a 
a new theory, that whenever a mortgagee was obliged to bring in an 
account of the proceeds of any sale of the mortgaged property, a rest had to 
be taken at that date in the account of rents and profits so as to bring in 
any balance which would be in the hands of the mortgagee from the rents 
and profits. No authority could be cited for that proposition, although 
Thompson v. Hudson (18 W. R. 1081, L. R. 10 Eq. 497) was thought to 
an authority. The law and practice on this subject had been correctly 
stated by Warrington, J., in the recent case of Wrigley v. Gill (24th Nov., 
1904), where he held that the practice in taking mortgagee’s accounts was 
that the principal and interest account was treated as separate from the 
account of rents and profits ; if money was received from the exercise of the 
power of sale it was credited to the mortgagor under the first account at 
the date when it was received, but unless rests were directed, the 
accounts of rents and profits went on without rests, and in the 
absence of special circumstances rests were not directed, but 
the accounts of rents and profits ran on without reference to the 

uestion whether there was or was not more than sufficient to pay 

interest. An exception to the rule was where the mortgagee claimed 
the property and denied the mortgagor’s right to redeem, and also where 
the excess of rents and profits was great and notorious ; he also held that 
the case of Thompson v. Hudson as to this point was exceptional. His lord- 
ship continued that on a further investigation of Zhompson v, Hudson, by 
referring to the contemporary reports and to the order made in the 
case, that it was perfectly clear that it was not an authority for the 
proposition that had been contended for. The theory that a rest of 
rents und profits had to be taken whenever a sale of any portion of 
the property had taken place was entirely new and could not be sub- 
stantiated, and the action as to this part of the case failed. The costs of 
any sale were always deducted from the gross amount of the proceeds of 
the sale, and only the net proceeds of the sale brought into the principal 
and interest account, notwithstanding there might a balance of rents 
and profits in the hands of the mortgagee suflicient to pay the expenses of 

© sale,x—Counskn, Younger, K.C., and 0, Leigh Clare ; ughes, K.C., and 
Austen-Cartmell, Boricrrons, Bower, Cotton, $ Bower ; Robbins, Billing, $ Co. 


[Reported by R. Faanxiin Srussine, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Re W. W. DUNCAN & CO, (LIM,). Buckley, J. 17th Jan. 


Company Wrixpine up —Sonvent Company — Interest Arrer Dare or 
Winnie tr. 


Summons. The company in this case carried on business as outside 
brokers, and they received from ms who were minded to be their 
customers deposits of various sums as “‘cover”’ for the transactions they were 
about to enter into with the company. The company then entered into 
transactions for these customers which had been held in an action to be 
wagering and gaming transactions, and therefore illegal. The company 
subsequently wentinto liquidation. The liquidator, in September, 1903, gave 
notice of a dividend of 10s. in the £, and in June, 1904, of a second and final 
dividend for the same amount. The question then arose whether the 
creditors were entitled to interest upon their proofs for the period since 
the winding up. There was still a surplus of assets in the hands of the 
liquidator over the sum required to pay the final dividend, sufficient to 
pay the interest claimed. The liquidator divided the debts into the 
following classes: A, debts for goods supplied upon which there was no 
claim for interest; B, admitted claims for debts which carry interest at 
law ; O, claims for king’s taxes for which no interest had been claimed ; D, 
admitted claims for money deposited for “‘ cover”’ which was unexhausted 
upon which no interest had been claimed in the proofs ; E, claims admitted 
in part upon some of which interest up to date of liquidation had been 
admitted ; F, claims admitted under compromises. No question arose as 
to the interest upon the three first classes. All the claims of classes 
D, E, and F were in respect of unexhausted ‘‘cover,”” and had been 
admitted on the ground that the creditors could repudiate the 
transactions. Interest was claimed by those creditors upon the ground 
that the course of dealing between themselves and the company shewed 
that interest was payable upon the sums deposited by them for cover. 

Bucxtey, J.—For the purpose of this application I do not think there is 
any difference between Sess three classes of claims. I will deal with an 
argument as to Class F separately. I think that it has been made out that 
by reason of the course of dealing between these creditors and the company 
there was a contract on the part of the company to pay interest upon the 
amounts of “‘cover”’ deposited. In my opinion, therefore, these creditors 
are entitled to interest upon their claims since the date of the winding up. 
It was decided in Universal Stock Exchange v. Strachan (1896, A. C. 166) 
that such deposits may be recovered back, and I think it was treated as a 
claim in contract, as where there is a mortgage security and no mortgage 
debt in respect of which the mortgagee can retain the security. The 
interest upon the ‘‘ cover” was part of the course of dealing, and may be 
recovered. As r ed claim F, admitted to proof upon compromise, 
these proofs were for the amount of the debts at the commencement of 
the winding up, and the compromise had nothing to do with the interest 
after the date of winding up. The liquidator must pay to the creditors 
out of the surplus assets after payment of the dividends interest at the 
rate prevailing during the course of dealing with the company.— 
Counsgt, J. R. Atkin ; C. L. Attenborough ; F. Russell ; Sargent. Sovicrrors, 
Tyrrell Lewis, Lewis, § Broadbent ; Attenborough § Son ; Emmet & Co. 

{Reported by Nevitte Tessurt, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. ] 





High Court of Justice—King’s Bench Division. 


Re CHERTSEY RURAL anes yoga AND BINNS. Div. Court 
17th Jan. 


Nores or Casss sy Country Covrr Jupces. 


The respondent in this appeal was summoned, under section 23 of the 
Highways and Locomotives Act, 1878, as amended by section 12 of the 
Locomotives Act, 1898, to recover expenses of extraordinary traffic. The 
amending section enacts: ‘‘ Expenses under that section ’’ (that is, section 
23 of the 1878 Act) ‘‘ shall cease to be recoverable in a summary manner, 
but may be recovered if not exceeding two hundred and fifty pounds in 
the county court, and if exceeding that sum in the High Court.” _ 

Lord ALverstone, C.J., inthe course of his judgment, said: This action was 
brought by the Chertsey Rural District Council to recover the sum of £155. 
The action was brought in the county court under section 12 of the 1898 
Act, which amended section 23 of the 1878 Act, enacting that expenses 
should cease to be recoverable in a summary manner before the justices, 
but may be recovered if not exceeding £250 in the county court, and if 
exceeding that sum in the High Court. I gather that it has been stated 
by a judge that that section has primd facie put upon persons seeking to 
recover expenses the necessity of going to the county court if the amount 
does not exceed £250. I do not express any opinion on that. It may be 
that the true construction of the section is that, at any rate as an original 
action, it cannot be brought to the High Court if the amount is under £250. 
It is an extraordinary piece of legislation, and I should like to consider it 
more carefully before I decided that the action could not be brought 
to the High Court. I make this observation: If the jurisdiction 
in these important cases, extending to an amount of £250, and exceed- 
ing very largely the amount sought to be recovered in many 
actions in the High Court, is conferred upon the county court, it is, in my 
opinion, the duty of the judge who is trying such cases to see that a proper 
note is taken of the evidence, and that whether an application to do so is 
made or not, The difficulties arising in these cases are known to be sub- 
stantial; what are the highways, proper certificates, what is extraordinary 
traffic, who are the persons responsible for it, and so on. This case is 
itself an illustration, Mr. Danckwerts has pressed us to say that there has 
been a misdirection here, and the only evidence we have is a meagre report 
of the judgment which may be open to one construction, that there has 
been no misdirection, oritmay beopentoanother. Having my View 
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that in cases of this magnitude it is the duty of the county court judge to 
see thata Proper note is taken, I am not in a position to say that the 
judgment in this case was right, and I am certainly not in a position to 
say that judgment can be entered for the plaiutiffs, the appellants in this 
appeal. I am of opinion there must be a new trial. If this case came 
before any judge of the High Court he would deem it his duty to see that a 
—— note was taken. The costs of this appeal will abide the event. 

y and Rivtey, JJ., concurred in the observations of my lord.— 
Counset, Danckwerts, K.C., and M. W. Mackenzie ; Powell, K.C., Bethune, 
and Glen. Soxicrrors, Beaumont, Sons, ¢ Rigden; H.C. Coote & Rall. 


(Reported by Maurice N. Dravcever, Esq., Barrister-at -Law. 





Law Societies. 


Leeds Incorporated Law Society. 


In commemoration of the centenary of the Leeds Incorporated 
Law Society, a banquet was held on Saturday evening. Among 
those present were Lord Alverstone, Lord Allerton, the Lord Mayor 
of Leeds (Mr. R. Armitage), the President of the Board of Trade 
(Mr. G. Ww. Balfour, M.P.), his Honour Judge Greenhow, Mr. Lawson 
Walton, K.C., M.P., Mr. R. H. Barran, M.P., Mr. T. Rawle, presi- 
dent of the Law Society, and about 170 members of both branches 
of the profession. 

Mr. J. Rawiixson Forp, president of the Leeds Incorporated Law 
Society, presided. We condense the following report of the speeches 
from that in the Yorkshire Post : 

After the usual loyal toasts, 

Tue Lory Cuier Justice proposed the toast of “The Leeds Incor- 
ported Law Society.” To his mind, it spoke volumes for the fore- 
sight and judgment of the legal profession in Leeds that as far 
back as 1805 the legal practitioners of the town should have formed 
themselves together “for the promotion and advancement of the 
character, status, and interests of attorneys and solicitors prac- 
tising within four miles of the borough of Leeds, for the promotion 
of honourable practice, the settlement of disputed points of prac- 
tice, and the decision of questions of professional usage and 
etiquette.” “We in the South,” continued Lord Alverstone, “are 
always jealous of Yorkshiremen. We cannot help it. You generally 
get the best of us, but to-night there is no feeling of jealousy.” 
lt was known to them all that in 1805, snd, indeed, for many 
years afterwards, there was practically no system for the education 
and encouragement of young fellows who were joining the pro- 
fession of solicitor. In fact, it was almost ludicrous to read how 
attorneys in the early part of the nineteenth century learned their 
profession at all. “It is,” said his lordship, “of inestimable advan- 
tage to any profession that the leading men of the locality in that 
profession—I don’t care whether it is the bar, or solicitors, or 
medical men—should themselves meet together and endeavour to 
establish a high standard of honourable conduct.” In the present 
case he believed it had been of great service to the legal prac- 
titioners of the city. Representing the judicial bench, he wished 
them God-speed in their work. 

The Presipest, in acknowledging the toast, mentioned that the 
Leeds Incorporated Law Society was the oldest in Yorkshire, except 
that which bore the name of the county. In 1797 there were only 
twenty-seven attorneys in the town. In 1817 there were two 
barristers, who were afterwards increased to three. Looking over 
the cash book kept in those days, he found that the members of the 
society spent much of their time in dining. The society met once 
a month at one of the three principal hotels, and one of the rules 
was that they should meet at 4.30 and dine at five punctually. 
Those who were not there on the stroke of five were fined 2s. 6d., in 
addition to their dinner, and those who were not there at all were 
fined half-a-guinea, which usually went in wine. On one occasion 
only eight members were present, but no fewer than eighteen bottles 
of port were consumed. Mr. Ford called attention to the fact 
that in its early days the society had the question of land transfer 
before it, and adopted a resolution which expressed the opinion that 
“the difficulty would be met by the compulsory registration of 
deeds in local registers all over the country formed after the manner 
of those in Yorkshire and Middlesex.” “Who shall say,” said Mr. 
Ford, “that our society was not wiser than some of the reforming 
bodies of the present day, who would force legislation through 
which we think would be neither economical nor expeditious.” 

Mr. Grraty W. Barvoun, M.P., gave the toast of “The Legal 
Profession.” After remarking that, considering the industry, the 
intellectual acumen, the courage, and, let him add, the integrity 
which had always marked the legal profession, he confessed that, 
notwithstanding all that philosophers had said about Utopia, he 
was ready to take off his hat to the profession, he said he knew 

esemt, were interested in the question of land transfer. 
‘Well, gentlemen,” Mr. Balfour added, “I have no intention of 


revesling Cabinet secrets, nor do 1 desire in any way myself to pre- | 








judge the merits of the question. It would be rash of me, consider. 
ing how technical the question is, but I think it may relieve the 
minds of a good many of you when I say I am in a position to 
assure you that it is not the present intention of the Government 
to introduce any measure for the compulsory extension of the 
operation of the measure.” 

Mr. J. Lawson Watton, K.C., M.P., replied to the toast. He 
said a remark had been attributed to Lord Beaconsfield that he 
was never a lawyer because he felt that if he had been a great 
lawyer he never could have been a great man. That was an 
epigram, and an epigram was rather like an affidavit—it was not 
always true, and you were never obliged to believe it. If Lon 
Beaconsfield had done so he would possibly have falsified the pre- 
diction he made for himself, and with his brilliant gifts might 
have concluded his career by writing his name on the list which 
contained those of Mansfield, Brougham, Lyndhurst, and Cairns. 

Mr. Tuomas Rawtz, President of the Law Society, also responded. 
No more important subject, he said, could engage their attention 
at the present time than that of legal education. He was glad 
to be able to congratulate Leeds upon what was being done in 
that direction. Pending the foundation of a School of Law, such 
a course of legal training as that provided in Leeds and in York- 
shire was of immense value, and the profession was very much 
indebted to the city for the manner in which it had dealt with 
the question. The Yorkshire Board of Legal Studies had done more 
for systematic legal education than almost any other body in the 
country. With regard to the administration of the new Licensing 
Act, it was satisfactory to find that in many parts of the country 
solicitors had established a right of audience before the magistrates, 
[A voice: “We have established it in the West Riding.”] He 
was glad to hear it. It was not a case of interfering with the 
other branch of the profession; it was simply maintaining under 
the new Act the right of audience which solicitors had already 
enjoyed at Brewster Sessions. 

Other toasts followed. 








Law Students’ Journal. 
The Law Society. 


The lectures and classes of the Law Society were resumed on Thursday, 
The courses for final students will be on Equity, and Probate and 
Divorce; those for the intermediate students on Public Rights and Civil 
Injuries. 





The Arden Scholarship. 


The Arden Scholarship at Gray’s-inn for 1905 has bcen divided between 
Nicholas Lechmere Cunningham Macaskie and “harles Bruce Locker 
Tennyson, students of the soviety. 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. E. Crosyreip Pearson, M.A., solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. March, 
Clayton, & Pearson, 38 and 40, Lloyd-street, Manchester, has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 

Mr. Freperick Firvrcnvr M115, solicitor, of the firm of Messrs. King 
& Mills, solicitors, Newton-chambers, Cannon-street, Birmingham, has 
been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Mills was admitted in 
August, 1898, 





Changes in Partnerships. 
Dissolutions. 


Lioyp Meynricx and WitiiamM Ricnarps Davies, solicitors (Meyrick & 
Davies), Cardiff. May 30. The said Lloyd Meyrick having retired from 
practice, the said William Richards Davies will continue the said business 
in his own name. [ Gazette, Jan. 20. 

Josern Samuve Rusineres, Wiiiiam Lecoarr, Anrnun Leooatt, and 
A.exanpek Jonnston Cannutuens, solicitors (J, S. Rubinstein & Co.), 20, 
Regent-street, London. Dee 41. 

Josvrn Samunt Resrmsteis, Wiiu1am Leooatrt, and Arrnun Leooatt, 
solicitors (Leggatt, Rubinstein, & Co.), 5, Raymond-buildings, Gray’s-ins, 
london. Dec, 31. [ Gazette, Jan, 24. 


General. 


The Solicitor-General had, it is stated, arranged to leave King’s Cros 
on Saturday for the meeting of the Leeds Law Society, but did not make 
the journey owing to indisposition. 
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It is announced that Sir Francis Jeune’s condition is improving daily. 
It is hoped he will be able to resume his duties early next month. — 

An article in the current Quarterly Review on the late Canon Ainger, 
the Master of the Temple, says that he often conveyed serious criticism 
of life in a quip or an adage. ‘‘Blackstone’”’ (he wrote in his common- 
place book) ‘‘says that idiots cannot marry. How frequently is this 
law evaded !”’ 

The Sultan, says the St. James’s Gazette, has just conferred the silver 
star and crescent of the Imperial Order of the Medjidieh upon Mr. W. 
W. Rutherford, M.P. (solicitor), for the ‘‘fair and impartial manner 


‘ 


in which, when he was Mayor of Liverpool, he presided over a town’s 


meeting to denounce Turkish atrocities in the Balkans.’’ 


In complaining at Carlisle on Saturday of the waste and delay caused 
by the system of holding separate assizes for each county, Mr. Justice 
Wills said, according to the Daily Mail, that he resented being detained 
in Carlisle over the week-end when the only civil case to be tried 
was one in which one lady had said that another was not as good as 
she should be. 

In political and legal circles, says the St. James's Gazette. little doubt 
is entertained that Mr. Graham Murray, Secretary for Scotland, will 
succeed the late Lord Kinross as Lord President of the Court of Session 
and Lord Justice-General of Scotland. It has been known for some time 
past that the right hon. gentleman would not again contest Buteshire, 
or, indeed, any other seat the next General Election. 


The annual report of the Sheriff's Fund Society has, says the Times, 
just been issued. The society was founded by Alderman Christopher 
Smith and Sir Richard Phillips, who were sheriffs of the city in 1807-08, 
for the relief of destitute prisoners and those dependent on them. 
Last year the income amounted to £640. On 71 special cases £98 
was expended, and at a cost of £405 7,035 individuals were ae by 
monthly grants for distribution by the prison chaplains at Holloway 
Wormwood Scrubs, Wandsworth, Brixton, and Pentonville. 


Mr. English Harrison, K.C., who is acting as commissioner on the 
North Waies Circuit, met with an accident on Sunday last. He was 
taking an afternoon walk on the Aber Marine-road when he slipped on 
the grass and sustained a compound fracture of the leg a little above 
the ankle. He was conveyed to his lodging in a wagonette. In con- 
sequence of the accident, the duties of Mr. English Harrison, K.C., 
as commissioner of assize in North Wales, will be taken up by Mr. 
Justice Lawrence, who is now in Carmarthenshire. Mr. Harrison con- 
tinues to make satisfactory progress. 


Suitors who complain of the delay in the King’s Bench Courts will, 
says the Globe, be interested in Mr. Justice A. T. Lawrence’s doings on 
the South Wales Circuit. At Haverfordwest, where Commission Day was 
the 14th of January, there was, according to the Western Mail, only one 
prisoner for trial, and his case was not an important one. The learned 
judge, who did not leave the ancient town until the 18th of January, 
“made several interesting archeological trips round Haverfordwest, and 
expressed himself greatly pleased with his visit.’’? This is one of those 
wey incidents of judicial Ife to which reference was recently made 
xy the President of the Law Society. ‘‘The root of all the objections 
to the existing system,”’ said Mr. Rawle, “is that it takes judges from 
where they are wanted, and too often sends them into remote parts of 
the country, where they enjoy a life of dignified leisure disturbed only 
by the necessities of not too hasty travel.’’ a , 

We regret to observe that a contributor to the Sun has produced some 
verses, on “‘the Law Society’s Lions,’’ in which Says: 

** There are thirteen little lions, 
Looking most, absurdly small, 
Side by side, upon the railings, 
Of Law Institution’s Hall. 
‘** As you pass they seem to give you 
Such an artful, knowing smile, 
Just as if they slyly whispered, 
‘Law's an ass—behold this pile.’ ”’ 
We forbear to reproduce the remainder of the effusion. 


At the Herts Quarter Sessions on Monday, says the 7'imes, the rules 
of procedure of the new licensing committee for the county were under 
discussion. Sir John Evans, presiding in the absence of the chairman. 
Lord Salisbury, stated that the licensing justices had been circularized 


by the General Council of the Bar, who pointed out that the proposal to | 


give solicitors the right of audience before the licensing committee 
would be not only unfair to their profession, but undesirable in the 
public interest. The Hertfordshire Law Society had also petitioned the 
justices to allow solicitors to retain the right of audience which they 
had hitherto enjoyed. Sir John Evans said that he saw no reason what- 
ever why the rights of solicitors should be taken from them, and added 
that he had received a letter from Lord Salisbury expressing the same 
opinion. The view taken by the chairman was shared by the other 
justices present, and the now rules were unanimously adopted. It was 
also decided that brewers, shareholders in breweries in the county, and 
those interested in the Public House Trust should not be eligible for 
membership of the licensing committee. 

The death is announced of Lond Kinross, the Lord President of the 
Court of Session, and Lord Justice-General of Scotland, formerly well 
known, when Lord Advocate, as Mr. J. B. Balfour. His elevation to 


the head of the Court of Session was, says the Z'imes, a remarkable 
breach of the precedent which gave the legal spoils in Scotland to the 


victors. When Lord Robertson was called to the House of Lords in 
1899, the Lord Advocate of the time, Mr. Graham Murray, might have 
claimed the Lord Pres‘dentship, or the Government might, without 
offence and following custom, have bestowed the preferment on any 
of their partizans already on the bench. The generosity of his political 
opponents was none the less heartily acknowledged that Mr. J. B. 
Balfour was pre-eminently the leading jurist in Parliament House, that 


| his promotion was long overdue, and that the bench required strength- 





| 
j 


| 








ening. All classes were gratified by the appointment. His position at 
the bar he owed less to mastery of the principles of law than to 
supreme cleverness—to an astonishing memory, combined with remark- 
able agility of mind and a capacity for mastering rapidly the law and the 
facts of a case. As a judge, says the same writer, Lord Kinross dis- 
appointed expectation somewhat; he fell some way below the standard 
set at the head of the First Division by Lord Glencorse. His com- 
parative failure to redeem his promise at the bar was put down to the 
set which his mind had acquired from a too prolonged career of special 
pleading. He would sometimes talk as much from the bench as the 
advocate before him. Most close observers, too, were of opinion that 
the power of his intellect had been appreciab’y affected by an illness 
occurring some years before his promotion. 

In the City of London Court, on Wednesday, says the J'imes, Mr. 
Henry Foskett, solicitor, of Serjeants’-inn, Fleet-street, brought an 
action against the London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway Com- 
pany to recover the return of money paid to the railway company 
for tickets and damages for breach of contract. Mr. Foskett said he 
brought the action in the public interest in order to test the right of 
the railway companies of this country to compel the ae to pay for 
the conveyance of their bicycles by rail. He had ridden a g many 
times on the defendant company’s line, and, according to the time-table, 
a third-class passenger was entitled to have 60 lbs. of lug taken 
with him free of charge. His contention was that that entitled the 
passenger to have his bicycle taken with him free of charge, provided 
that the handle-bar was locked and that bofh wheels were firmly fixed. 
He further contended that, when a passenger took a bicycle ticket 
which entitled him to go twenty-five miles for 6d., he was entitled to 
repeat his journey until he had ridden his twenty-five miles. In a 
recent case Mr. Justice Channell said that a bicycle was a wobbly 
thing, and was therefore not personal luggage. His own case, he con- 
tended, was distinguished from that case because the bicycle was locked 
and fixed. Luggage, he submitted, was something that one could 
“lug” along, and that certainly applied to a bicycle. Judge Rentoul, 
K.C., said bicycles took up a great deal of extra space in a railway 
van, certainly more than a trunk or portmanteau, and wanted more 
care. The plaintiff: They do not get it. Judge Rentoul: They do not, 
I agree, absolutely. They ought to get it, and I have often thought 
that where bicycles are smashed the companies could be sued. Mr. 
Alfred Austin, from the solicitor’s department of the defendant com- 
pany, contended that bicycles were not personal luggage, and he 
mentioned that the rates for the conveyance of bicycles were 
reduced some years ago in uence of an agitation raised by 
the National Cyclists’ Union and various other cycling bodies. 
Judge Rentoul said he must hold that bicycles were not per- 
sonal luggage, and therefore the railway companies were justified 
in charging for them. He also decided against the plaintiffs further 
contention. He gave judgment for the defendants, with costs, as well 
as on a counterclaim for 6d. for a bicycle ticket, which the plaintiff 
did not take. He also gave leave to a 1, the plaintiff saying he 
would take the case to the House of Lords if needs be. 





Frxep Ixncomes.— Houses and Residential Flats can now be Furnished 
on a new System of Deferred Payments especially adapted for those with 
fixed incomes who do not wish to disturb investments. Selection from the 
largest stock in the World. Everything legibly marked in plain = 
Maple & Co. (Limited), Tottenham Court-road, London, W .—[Apvr. 








The Property Mart. 
Sales of the Ensuing Week. 
Feb. 2.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Caaxrrecp, at the Mart, at 2: 
et 500 them: ~~ lad essTs. 
a rum 1. : an av aged 58. Solicitors, 
Hunter & thy London. 7 af = 
To Freehold Property, No. 14, { Folkestone, value of £2950; lady aged 
78. Solicitors, Mesars. Sole, . Knight, London. 
To os of a , Properties and Ground-rents, also a sum 
Consols, ucing annum, with Policy ; lady aged @. Solicitors, 
- Mesars Balter, Baker, & On. London. . : 
) res of Freehold a at Great Yarmouth, &o.; also to One-tenth of 
£1,100 Three-and-a-H: cent. Stock; lady aged @. Solicitors, Messrs. 
~ Morley, yy tr Oo, London. = 
One-seventh o! 000 ; y aged 60; also to One-eighth of £1,000 Oomsols: 
lady _~ v4. Messrs. Crossman, Lieyd, & Thorn- 
bury, Gloucestershire; Messrs. ty ee =< S 
To One-sixth of a Trust Fund, value of 800; lady aged Soliciter, H. Mear, 
LIFE INTRREST in £906 188, per annum, Life Policy for £3,000, also Reversionary 
Life Interest for £163 annum ; gentleman aged 56. Sodoiters, Mesars, 
STOCKS and SHARES int eon Sone (Limited Syndicate ‘Limited 
OK in G & i ), Busum rate . 
Cerro di Pasco Tunnel and Mi be. Limited), Oherdie Oo, 
i. Robert Deuchar (Limited, Peek Bree. « Wee (Limited). Simson 
Macpherson (Limited), ~ir Hiram Maxim Bilectrical and Oo, 
(Limited), and various other undertakings. Soliciters, ey BS 


May, London. 
(See advertisements, this week, back page.) 
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Court Papers. 


Supreme Court of Judicature. 


Rora or ReGistRars In ATTENDANCE ON 


EMERGENCY 
OTA, 

30 Mr. Beal 
Carrington 
Pemberton 
Jackson 
R. Leach 
Godfrey 

" Mr. Justice 

Date Buckuey. 

Monday, Jan. ....0......30 Mr. a, 

31 


J ApprAL Court 

Date. No. 2. 

Mr. Farmer 
King 
Farmer 
King 
Farmer 
King 

Mr. Justice 

JOYCE. 


Monday, Jan. ..... 
Tuesday... .......... ot 
Wednesday, Feb. ...... 
Thursday ..c.....000 

Friday ..... - 
RI tepavessecsotinans 


Carrington 
Fd 
farrington 
Greswell Beal - 


Mr. Godfrey 
R. 


Mr. Justice 
Swinres Eapy. Wasrinaton. 


Mr. Carrington Mr. Theed 
Beal Ww. 


or before Feb 7, to 


18, to send their names an 
William 
liquidators ; 
Mr. Justice 
FARWELL. 
Mr. Jackson 
ac. Pemberton 
Godfrey Jackson | 
R. Leach Pemberton | 
Jackson 
Pemberton 


Mr. Justice 


Mr. Justice 
KEKEWICH. 


names and 
Godfrey 
R. Leach 


Mr. Greswell 
Church 
W. Leach 
Theed 


Jan 


Theed 
W. Leach 
Theed 


W. Leach Farmer 


Harris, 20, Copthall av. 


| Ramscatz Mazina Pier anp Lirr Co— Petn for wining 

directed to be heard Jan 81. Kennedy & Co, Abchurch In, 
name must reach the above-named not 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


London Gasette.—Turspay, Jan. 24, 


their names and 
or claims, to Charles Palmer, 27, Custom House st, | : 
Quick Lunca Co, Limrep (1x Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on or before Rg 


| : 2 
Newsripezk Ruoxppa Brewery Co, Luurep, Ponryrprinp—Creditors are 
i dresses, ood the particulars of thelr da 


the particulars of their debts or claims, 
& Beyfus, Lincoln’s inn fields, solors fy 


Berhis 


Sraytey Restaugant Co, Luwrep (1x Votuntary Liguipation)—Creditors are requir, 
on or before Feb 10, to send i } 
or claims, to Theodore Senior Sheard, 13, Harrington st, Live: 

Tueaxston’s, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before } 

addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Willian 

Longdin, 2, Princess st, Scarborough 


dresses, and the (ceed of their deby 
‘March 1, to send im thi 


names and ad: 


UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


up, presented Jan | 
solors for petner. Notice 
later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Limirep 1n CHANCERY. 


Cuas B Cocuran & Co, Lim1tep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 28, to send their 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazetie.—Frivay, Jan. 
STOCK COMPANIES. 


JOINT 
LisiTep 1x CHANCERY. 


13, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 


Thomas David Williams, 10, Canon st, Aberdare 


to be heard Jan 31. 
sppearing must reach the above-named not later than 
an 30 


Association oy Barrisn SHarenoipers, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 16, to send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
to Arthur Charles Deayton, 167, Palmerston House, Oid Broad st 

Assveasce Acests’ Printisc asp Pcstisuixc Co, Limrrzp—Petn for winding up, 
presented Jan 16, directed to be heard at Manchester, Jan 30. Gard 
chester, solors for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later 


than 12 o'clock noon of Jan 28 


Bartisa Cogroratiox, Limitep (1x LigvrpatTion)—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 3, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, 
Ingle 


to r George Walker, 19, St. Swithin’s in. 
for liquidator 


Mason & Co, Jonn st, Bedford row, 


Godfrey, 18, Fleet st 


20. 


Lonpon Usirep Breweries, Limirep—Petn for winding up, presen‘ 
be heard at the Court House, Burney st, Greenwich, Feb 10, at 11. 
solor for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later thay 


names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Albert Victg 


Lonpon Development Synpicats, LimttEp—Creditors are required, on or before March 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Cid 


Scott, 32, Victoria st, Westminster. Bilbrough & Plaskitts, solors for liquidator 


ted Jan 12, directed to 
Hill, Fenchurch #, 


6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 9 ; : 
Aseroanre VaLLey Moror Service Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb Marycuurcn Sreamsuip Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb Ui, 


to be h 


solors for petoers. Notice of 
Manchester, solor for 


6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Gower Marychurch, 46, Park pl, 
Afeatep Cezam axp Dairy Co, Limitrp—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 13, directed | Myers Stone Quarrizes Co, Limitep—Petn for windin 
eard at the Sessions House, Lancaster rd, Preston, Feb 7, at 10. 
tners. Notice of appearing must reach th 


Cardiff. Evans, Newport, solor, for liquidator 

up, presented Jan 13, directed 
Wragg, 
above-named not 


later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 6 


: claims, to 


SaBiwa 
before Feb 18, to send 
claims, to Robert F; 


ner & Co, Man- 


& Co, Broad st House, solors 


Butcuwayo Gotp Rezrs Deve.oruest, Luwtep (1s Ligvuipation).—Creditors are required, 
on or before Feb 13, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 


or claims, to Thomas William Cave, 19, Basinghall st 


Crrimcntox, Rew, & Co, Lixitep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 5, directed to be 

Armstrong, Cullum st, solor for petners. 
reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 30 

J P fever, Luorep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 16, directed to be heard Jan 31. 

Notice of appearing must reach the 


heard Jan 31. 


Willis & Willis, Chancery In, solors tor the petner. 


Notice of appearing must 


above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 30 


Kirst Coscessioss, Linitzp—Creditors are required, on or before April 8, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Vernon 


Hansford, Parr’s Bank bldgs, 4, York st, Manchester 


Marks & Hovexixsox, Lontrzxp—Creditors are required, on or before March 10, to send , : 
. and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Walter Woou.err, WitL1Am, Windsor, Bank Manager Feb 21 Brown v Woollett, Warrington, J 


their names and 
Chariton, 5, Waterloo st, Birmingham 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


Londom Gazette.—Fxivar, Jan 20. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aswrt, Grorce Evaxs, Kettering, Northampton, Boot 
Maunfacturer Northampton Pet Dec9 Ord Jan 14 
Aswort, Issuetta Rose, Margate, Hotel Keeper Canter- 
bury Pet Decl7 Ord Jan 14 
Baxze, Atyezp Hexsiow, Bedtord, Cabinet Maker 
ford PetJani7 Ord Jan 17 
Bass, Joux, Powerscroft rd, Clapton High Court Pet 
Dec Ord Jan 17 
Beavtey, Ferpenicn, Fleetwood, Lancs, Billiard Room 
Proprietor VPrestm PetJanié Ord Jan 16 
Lettsey, Hesexy Horiaxy, Stratford on Avon, Antique 
Vasniture Dealer Warwick Pet Jani6 Ord Jan 16 
ex, Witttam Taomas, Plymouth, General Dealer Ply- 
mouth Pet Jani6 Ord Jan 16 ‘ 
wows, Rourer Avetis, Gt Glemham, Suffolk, Farmer 
Ipewich Pet Jani6 Ord Jan 16 
tus, Geonce Cuzi#vornzn, Bradford, Tailor 
Pet Jani6 Ord Jan 16 
couse.., Borze 
Veterinary Surgeon Bangor Pet Janis Ord Jan 18 
eL, Antuve Ueexvert, Mall rd, Hammersmith High 
Court Pet Nov® Ord Jan 17 
Cneoiwcon, Hexexcer Hexer, Hawarden, Flint, Painter 
Chester Pet Janié Ord Jan 16 
Cevueieuviur, douxsox Louax, Bouth Shore, Blackpool 
Pretom Vet Janié Ord Jen 16 
Yeu, Fexvericn, Ufton 14, bowshem rd, Millinery Manu- 
facturer High Court PetJani6 Ord Jan 16 
Fueeasy, Jauve, and Wittssm Hexny Davies, Swansea, 
Cycle Agents Swaneee Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 17 
Govwverk, Baucet, Bilston, Htafls, Commission Agent 
WAvethampion Pet Janis Ord Jan 16 
Gesuen, Yorors, Bawtensall, lance, General Dealer 
Ord Jan 14 
Hset, ¥xsscie Joux Louinen, Bydewhaim, 


Kextdale Va Jan 16 
Greenwith Yet Jan i6 
tw, Berdnaty 

(94 Jam 17 
Howson, Gwen, jon, BlackpoA, Vish faleeman Preston 

PAdamn is Ord Jan 16 

loexves, reruns, Cathord, Kent, 

Padsats Ori Jan 6 


Cua 


Medical Prac- 
Ora Jan 16 
srighton 


uilder Greenwich 


Bradford | 


Jous, Bron Lian, Lianfairtalhaiarn, | 


Kekewich, J 


mon, Strand 








| ILey, Jonn Joszrn, Syston, Leicester, Chemist Leicester 
| Pet Dec19 Ord Jan 18 a 
| Joxzs, Davin Jouyx, Dyserth, or Rhyl, Flint, Coal 
| Merchant Bangor Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 18 =O 
| Kersey, Mowtacvue Mazsnari, Reading, Commission 
Agent Reading PetJan17 OrdJanl17 
Krxcsmax, Tuomas Wituiam, East Dulwich High Court 
Pet Nov1 Ord Jan 14 ; 
KiRKLASD, ALEXANDER LatyG, Southend on Sea, Painter 
Chelmsford Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 17 


| Kirscuvacm, L, St George’s rd, Kilburn High Court Pet | 
Bed- | 


Dec 19 Ord Jan 18 
| Lamorre, C L, Twickenham ,Engincer's Traveller Brent- 
ford Pet Dec17 Ord Jan 17 
| Lzewanp, JAmes Atrrev, Rochester, Builder Rochester 
Pet Janis Ord Jan 18 
| Lewis, Kowarp Forp, Middlesbrough, Grocer Middles- 
brough Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 17 
Lozp, Azsorr Tuomas, Ipswich, Tobacconist Ipswich Pet 
Jan17 Ord Jan 17 
| Miputey, Josern, St Peter's st, Hackney rd, Licensed 
Victualler High Court Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 17 
| Mittzz, Wyse» Exv.is, Kingston upon Hull, Theatrical 
Manager Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 
| Monrcomuaiz, Jous, Staines, Market Gardener Windsor 
Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 16 
Payee, Joms Groncez, 
Brighton Pet Jan 3 


Hassocks, Sussex, Decorator 


Ord Jan 17 


Peaxen, Rowert Duscax, and Exxuet Evwagp Let, Don- | 


Pet Jan17 Ord Jan17 


caster, Grocers Sheffield 
High 


Perensos & Co, A, York 1d, Camden rd, Builders 
Court Pet Dec 24 Ord Jan 17 

Putsce, Joveru Vincens, Coalbrookdale, Madeley, Balop, 
Manufacturer's Agent Madeley Vet Jani4 Ord Jan 14 

Rawtissox, Tuomas, 
Nottingham Pet Jan16 Ord Jan 16 

Ricnhaups, Geant, Park cres, Portland pl, Publisher High 
Court Pet Nov16 Ord Jan 17 

Bosovexy, Asuanam, Liverpool, Ironmonger 
Pec Janis Ord Jan 16 

Rows, Acvrnev, Hampton Hill 
2 Orddani7 


Liverpool 


Kingston, Surrey Pet Dec 


Buaw, Wittiam Bouvnext Ciranne, Boscombe 14, Bhep- | 
herd’s Bush, Commission Agent High Court Pet Jan 


is Ord Jan 16 

Buxcen, Joux, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Contractor Bradferd 
Pet Jani7 Ord Jan 17 

Brasyv, Tnuouas, Rainworth, Notts, Furmer Nottingham 
Pet Jaali Ord Jan 17 


their names and 
‘arrall Masterton, Winchester House, Old Broadst Burn & Berridge, 
Old Broad st, solors for liquidator ; 
Sourn American axp CarpirF Coat Co, Liowrep (1x Liqurpation)—Creditors ar 
required, on or before March 1, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of 
their debts or claims, to Arthur H Ceesar, 85, Gresham st 


Sapiwa Centreat Gotp Minine Co, Limrrep (in Liquivation)—Creditors are required, 
on or before Feb 18, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or clai Robert Farrall 
Berridge, Old Broad st, solors for liquidator 
Sasssanaar Mixgs, Lourep (iy Liquipation)—Creditors are r 


Masterton, Winchester House, Old Broad st. Burn é 


uired, on or 


s,and the particulars of their debts a 








Jariton upon Trent, Notts, Farmer | 


Creditors’ Notices. 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 24, 


Paster, Daniev, Broughton, nr Pershore, Worcester, Builder Feb 22 George v Panter, 
ill, Worcester 


| Sruagr, Artruur Horace, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pe 

| Jan14 Ord Jan 14 

| Wagp, Tom, Sheffield, Painter Sheffield Pet Jan # 

Ord Jan 18 

Wageixc, James Tuomas, Edgbaston, Birmingham, Tailor 

Biewaing: Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 17 

| Warkins, Taomas Joun, Shrewsbury, Licensed Victualler 

| Shrewsbury Pet Jan 17 Ord Jan 17 

| We ts, Vickermay, Skirbeck Quarter, nr Boston, Lina, 
Engineer Boston Pet Jani6é Ord Jan 16 
Amended notices substituted for those published in 

the London Gazette of Jan 13: 

| Janmay, Epcar Liewiyan Joxus, Workington, Cumber 

land, Fruit Merchant Cockmouth Pet Jan 10 

an 10 


Newtons, Grorce Henry, and Atyrep Georaz CHICK, 
Falcon rd, Clapham Junction, Builders Wandsworth 
Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


| Anpenson, Henry, Wielding, Bedale, Yorks, Gunsmith 
Jan 30 at 11.380 Court house, Northallerton 
Axyous, Wittiam, Hamsterley, Durham, Farmer Jan 30 at 
3.30 Talbot Hotel, Bishop Auckland 
Avetis, Ricuarp Benxsamix, Bournemouth, Outfitter’s 
| Assistant Jan 30at1 Off Rec, City chmbrs, Endlew 
| st, Salisbury 
Bass, Joun, Powerscroft rd, Clapton Jan 3lat12 Bank 
ruptcy bldg», Carey st 
Brake, Wutttim, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Brewer's Clerk 
Jan at 2 145, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Buazit, Henny, Prittlewell, Essex, Cheesemonger Jan 3 
ats 1, Bedford row « 
| Busrows, Rovenr Averix, Gt Glemham, Suffolk, Farmer 
Jan $1 at12 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, [pswich 
3unton, Guonoe OCunistornen, Bradford, Tailor Jan ® 
at% Off Rec, 20, Tyrrel at, Bradford 
CanvweLn, Peren, m Moss, nr Blackpool, Nursery- 
man Jan 30 at 10.40 Off Rec, Chapel at, Preston 
Cuavenvs, Avrnve Heaverr, Laurence Pountney ln Jan a 
aang f bldge, Carey at 
ern, verhampton, Cycle Maker Feb 1 at 


atil 
Duvey, J 
11,40 Off Rec, Wolverhampton 
Dunuam, Wittiam, Upper Tooting Jan 90 at 11.00 4%, 


Railway app, L ) 
Fur, Katounaiox, Ufton rd, Downham rd, Millinery Mun 
facturer Jan 80 at 12.00 Bunkruptoy bldgw, Carey 





’ 2 905. 
‘of thelr dal 


or before ™ 
8 or Cc 
lds, solors Ps 


rs are requi 
3 of thei dale 


) send in ther 
omas Willian 


nted Jan | 
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ot later thag 
efore Feb ui, 
aims, to John 
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Fue, Hargis, Chrisp st, Daler, Draper Jan 30 at ll 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Goxuam, StePHEN Epwarp, Harbledown, nr Canterbury, 

Feb 2at12 Off Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Gairritus, Joun, Porth, Glam, any Labourer Jan 31 at 
12 135, High st, Merth eo dfil 

meee, Witntas ——- aon, heme Butcher Jan 30 
at 3 Exchange 

Bunun, dee. Cambridge oy 28 at 12 Off Rec, 5, 

Petty Cury, Cambridge 

Heatox, Jou, jun, Burnley, Tailor Jan 30 at 11 Off Rec, 
14, Chapel st, Preston 

Horres, ‘ROBERT Scott, Whitley Bay, Northumberland, 
Solicitor Jan 28 at 11.50 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, 
Newcastle on Tyne 

Horsman, Tuomas, Ripon, Yorks, Game Dealer Feb 6 at 
11.30 Court house, Northallerton 

Humpsreys, Ricuarp, Portmadoc, Grocer Jan 28 at 11 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Jarman, Epear LiLEwiyan Jonzs, Workington, Fruit 
Merchant Jan 30 at 2.45 Court house, Cockermouth 

Jouxson, Frepericx, Urmston, Lancs, _—— Merchan' 
Jan 28 at11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Mancheste 

Laweert, Ropert WILLIAM, Ashby de la Seush, Black- 
smith Jan 28at11.30 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

LanspELL, Epwarp ARTHUR Jouxson, Banham, Norfolk, 
Farmer Jan 28at1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Lixewoop, Cuarues., Kirkley, Lowesto t, Wheelwright 
Jan 30at3 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

Lorp, Assott THomas Ipswi Tobacconist Jan 31 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, "Ipswich 

Lowe, WILLIAM Henry LEoNARD, Bel 
mercial Traveller Jan 28 at 11 O 


Derby 
Lop, Vitneum Beck, Newcastle on Tyne, Commission 
Agent Jan 28 at11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, Newcastle 


r, Derby, Com- 
Rec, 47, Full st, 


Te he age Grorce Davin, Leicester, Clothier Jan 30 at 
12 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Masos, Jouy, Ami leforth, Yorks, Farmer Jan 30 at 11.30 
Court house, orthallerton 

Morzay, Grirrita Bensammn, and Artuur Dopson 
Wisox, Llandudno, Hotel Keepers Jan 30 at 12 
Crypt chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Morris, Grorcz Harry, Wolverhampton, Brewer’s Trav- 
eller Febi1atil Off Rec, Wolverhampton 

Newron, Gzorcz Henry, and Atrrep Grorce CHICK, 
Falcon rd, Clapham Junction, Builders Jan 31 at 
11.30 24, Railway hee London Bridge 

OLIVER HarpMax y. Southampton, Cycle 
Engineers = ‘st at 30 Off Rec, Midland Bank 
chmbrs, High st, Southampton 

Pace, Sanu tq 3 Farm, Leigh, Lancs Jan 30at3 19, 
Exchange st, Bolton 

Paice, RIcHARD, Bishops Waltham, Hants, Farmer Jan 31 
at 3.30 Off Rec, Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 
Southampton , 

Pasris, Haro.p Epwarp, _ Thames st Feb 1 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Peexe, Georck Tuomas Leoro.p, Bournemouth, Stamp 
Collector’s Manager Jan 30 at 12.45 Off Ree, City 
chmbrs, Endless st, Salisbury 

Ronerrs, Tuomas, Tanymarian, Brynteg, Llanfairmatha- 
farneithaf, Anglesey, Grocer Jan 30 at 11.30 Crypt 
chmbrs, Eastgate row, Chester 

Ropwex1, ‘Wittiam, Frisby on the Wreake, Leicester 
Jan 30at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Snare, Henry Waits, High Holborn, Merchant Jan 30 
at1l Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

one, oo, eaton, Yorks, , Feb 1 at 3 

Ree, 29, Tyrrel st, Bi 

-, Farperick Wiitam, Aldeburgh, Suffolk, Brick- 
layer Jan 31 at 11 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Stoxnam, Epwiy, The Hill, Tiford, Builder Jan 30 at 12 
Bankrup’ bldgs, Carey st 

Surrox, Jonw Bruce, Hulme, Manchester, Mill Furnisher 
Jan 23 at 11.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Warxixs, Tuomas Jouy, Shrewsbury, Licensed Victualler 
Jan 28 at 10.30 Off Rec, 42, St John’s hill, yang 

Wiss, Jonw Wituram Farnweatuer, Pockley Sone, Se 
Helmsley, Yorks, Farmer Feb 6 at 11.30 Court hou 
Northallerton 

Wormatp, Tuomas, Oldham, Stone Merchaut Feb 8 at 
11.30 ‘Off Rec, Greaves st, Oldham 

Youna, Rosert, votiheriy Dene, nr Bishop Auckland Jan 
90 at 3 Talbot Hotel, Bishop Auckland 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


paeenn James, Bradford, Solicitor Bradford Pet Nov 
bra i Jan 17 

Farperickx, Fleetwood, Lancs, Billiard Room 
Proprietor Preston Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Bury, ILLIAM =‘THoMA8, a General 
Plymouth Pet Janié6 Ord Jan 1 

Buraows, Ronert Austr, Gt Foam all Suffolk, Farmer 
Ipswich Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Burrox, Gronar Cunistorurs, Bradford, Tailor Bradford 
Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Bu Vane Rosgat Joux, et EES 

goon Bangor Pet Jan an is 

Tatng Ley Leicester, Boot Dealer Leicester Pet 
Nov 2 Ord Jan 16 

Cuxsyry, Davip, Denbigh pl, High Court 


se RY, 


Dealer 


Accountant 


221 Ord Jan 16 : : 
CorecLoven, Harsexrt Henny, Hawarden, Flint, Painter 
Cheater Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 18 $ 
Caumatenutmn, Jounson Lomax, Blackpool, Architect 
Preston Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 = 
Dunnam, Wittiam, Upper Tooting Greenwich Pet Nov 
2 Ord Jan 17 

Gooperr, Sanu, Bilston, Staffs, Commission Agent 
Wolverhampton Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 16 

Gaanam, Joun Duncan, Salisbury House, London wall, 
Company Promoter High Court Pet Sept 2d Ord 
an 

Gaagam, Ropaxn, Rawtenstall lana, General Dealer 
Rochdale Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 

Hautipay, Faspenicn, Bton, yoo ll Dealer Windsor 

Pet Deol Ord Jan 10 





Hamer, Henry Tyier, Worcester, Iron-founder W: t 
Pet Nov 30 Ord Jan 13 . 
Hereine, Ratru, Bosham, Sussex, Wheelwright Brighton 


Pet Jani17 Ord Jan 17 
Howson, Grorcr, jun, pptece. Poultry Salesman 
Preston PetJani6 Ord Jan : 

Ipenpen, Srepuen, Catford, Builder Greenwich Pet Jan 
16 Ord Jan 16 3 
JENKINS, mae 1D, Pontnewynydd, Mon, Colliery Proprietor 

Newpo. rt, Mon Pet Novi18 Ord Jan 16 
Seumn, Tha’ Davip Jouy, Dyserth, nr 4 Flint, Coal Merchant 
Bangor Pet Jani8 Ord Jan 1 
a k Woopmay, beter Exeter Pet Nov 30 
1 





Keisgzy, Mowracur MarsHatt, ery Commission 
Agent Reading Pet Jan17 Ord Jan1 

Kityer, Cecit Francis, Gosport, Hants i Pet 
Nov3 Ord Jan 17 

KirKLAnp, ALEXANDER Lartye, Southend on Sea, Painter 
Chelmsford Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 17 

Leonarp, James Atrrep, Rochester, Builder Rochester 
Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 18 

Lewis, Epwarp Forp, er Fy ome, Grocer 

iddlesbrough Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 1 

Lorp, Axpsotr Tomas, prem, "Tobacconist Ipswich 

Pet Jan17 Ord Jan1 

Mitier, Wrsn Eis, ; upon Hull, Theatrical 

Kingston upon Hull Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

Parris, Harotp Epwarp, Upper Thames st High Court 
Pet Nov 8 Ord Jan t 16 

Payne, Joun Grorcer, 
Brighten Pet Jan3 Ord Jan 18 

Praker, Rospert Duncan, and Ernest Epwarp Leg, 
Doncaster Sheffi Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 17 

Parxce, JosgepH Vincent, Coalbrookdale, Madeley, Salop, 
re Agent Madeley Pet Jan 14 Ord 
an 1 

Rawutyson, Tuomas, Carlton upon Trent, Notts, 
Nottingham Pet Jan18 Ord Jan 18 

Roszwatt, Sampson Cusnow, Farnham, China Dealer 
Guildford Pet Dec1 Ord Jan 17 

SxHaw, Witiram Somerset Ciarke, Boscombe rd, Shep- 
herd’s Bush, Commission Agent High Court Pet Jan 
18 Ord Jan 18 

S.irxcer, Jony, Cleckheaton, Yorks, Contractor Bradford 
Pet Jan17 Ord Jaa 17 

Sronnam, Epwry, Ilford, Builder High Court Pet Dee 9 
Ord Jan 16 


Spray, Tuomas, Rainworth, Notts, Farmer Nottingham 
Pet Jan17 Ord Jan 17 

Srvart, Artaur Horace, Cardiff,Grocer Cardiff Pet Jan 
14 Ord Jan l4 

bales Tom, Sheffield, Painter Sheffield Pet Jani8 Ord 
an | 

WELLS, Vr KERMAN, Skirbeck Quarter, nr Boston, Lincs, 
E r Boston PetJanié Ord Jan 16 

Wittimort, Frank, Saltler, Birmingham, Plumber Bir- 
minghsm Pet Dec10 Ord Jan 18 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Jan 13: 


JaRgman, Epcar Luxrwiyas Jones, Workington, Cumber- 
land, Fruit Merchant Workington Pet Jan 10 Ord 
an 

Newton, Grorce Hewrry, and Atrrep Grorer Cuick, 
Falcon rd, Clapham J’ a. Builders Wandsworth 
Pet Tan} 10 Ord Jan 1 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Jan. 24. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Atraep, Birmingham, Confectioner 
et Dee 21 Gon don Jan 20 
B Lm a Bolton, Builders’ Merchant Bolton 
et Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 
Brarporr, wy Stanley som Stanley, Staffs, Boatman 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 
Bennett, Marcos, ingham, Hairdresser Birmingham 
Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 
Brows, Jurivs, West Hartlepool, Clothier Sunderland 
Pet Dec 22 Pet Jan 18 
Bouckuanp, Ernest WILLIAM, peso, Confectioner 
Brighton Pet Jan20 Ord J 
Cartan, Carer, Leeds, Shoe Leeds Pet 
Janis Ord Janis 
CiemesHa, Jonn Cuarmay, jun, Leek, Statis, Travelling 
Macclesfield Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 18 
, Cambs, Farm 


Hassocks, Sussex, Decorator 


Farmer 


Asnmes. _WILt1AM 
irmingham 


per 

Darver, Eowarp Eayesst, Stretham, or El 
Labourer —- Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan20 

Eccisstons, Jony, amsterley, nr Witton le Wear, 

»Miner Durham Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Fixpitxy, Cnhosk Detariains, Savoy ct, Strand High 
Court Pet Deo 6 Ord Jan 20 

F.iowirt, Sreruex, Doncaster, Builder Shettield Pet 
Dec 23 Ord Jan 19 

Forrest, Fanny, Gainsborough, Milliner Lincoln Pet 
Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Fo.viam, Eanest Beirnay, Heavitree, Devon, Clerk Exeter 
Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 

Goopyrarn, Witturam Esue.ey, 

ds Jan7 Oni Jan 17 

Gurst, Samurt, Headingley, Leeds, Cycle Repairer Leeds 
Pet Jan Ord Jan 20 

es Bolton, Botate Agent Bolton Pet Dec? 

Hartanp, Harry, Hanley, Painter Hanley Pet Jan 19 
Ord Jan 19 19 

Hassart, James Hanny, Stalybridge, Cheshire, Iron Driller 
Ashton under Lyne Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 

mum, CHARLES, eftield, Furniture Dealer Sheffield 

2 Ord Jan 19 

Seen ks, Eanssr Sr Chain Langridge, Lanes, Physician 
Preston Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 

Inist, Herny, Lowestoft, Smackowner Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Jan® Ord Jan 20 

Jurrarys, Groner, High rd, Chiswick, Market Gardener 
Brentford Deo 14 Ag hag 

Bethnal Green, China 

Ord Jan 20 


Leeds, Fancy Draper 


Joyner, Antuva, Three 
Dealer High Court Pet Deed 





rs ~ Joszrn Guy, Gt Grimsby, one Bricklayer 
Gt Grimsby Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 18 

Lesuiz, Atrrep Srerszy, Liverpool, Yr eee 

Exhibitor Liverpool Pet Jan 20 Ori Jan 

Litcurietp, Agruur E. urch st « policitor High 
Court Pet Dec 23 Ord Jan 19 

Masos, Atrarp Hexry, Market pl a Grocer 
Wolverham; x. Jan 21 oa Jan tle Wereh 
Islington, Mantl 4 arehouse- 

man wk Pet Yon 21 Ord Jan 

Mityes, GeorGce 5 Rs Headingley iets, Commission 
Agent Leeds Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 1 


Naytor, Rose, Birmingham, Outfitter Pet 
Dee 19 Ord Jan 20 

Pearce, Franx, Warboys, Hunts, Jeweller Peterborough 
Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 20 

Perkins, JAmes Tuomas, Bridgend, Provision Merchant 

Cardiff Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Portsr, SAMUEL JAMES, Ped Photographer Exeter 
Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 1 

Povtroy, James, West pl, Tae st, Islington, Fur Dealer 
High Court Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 

Sarrertuwaite, Isaac, a, Cumberland, Farmer 
Carlisle Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 2 

Scott, Lister JouysToxe, Wetherby, Yorks York Pet 
Jan5 Ord Jan 20 

Sqvires, Grornce Heyry, Mexborough, 
Sheffield Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

STALLEBRASS, JosEPH, sen, Stanningley, Yorks, Wheel- 
wright Bradford Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Sramps, Artuve Lovet, " Warwick, Manu - 
facturer Birmingham Pet Jan21 Ord Jan 21 

Srevenson, Joszpn, Hunslet, Leeds, Brass Finisher Leeds 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Sroxes, WituiaM James, ey yay Corn Dealer Wands- 
worth Pet Sept 21 Ord Oc’ 

Sroynes, Eryest James, Fenton, ‘staffs, Baker 
Trent Pet Jan7 Ord Jan18 

Sracmpr, Jacgves, Clifton st _' , Commission Agent 

h Court Pet Dec 24 Ord Jan 19 

Taytoz, Atrrep Jony, Erdi , Warwick, Guecer 
Birmingham Pet Jan 20 Jan 20 

TownsEenD, ALrert Epwix, Gerrard st, Soho, Builder 


es yt 


Yorks, Draper 


Stoke upon 


Court Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Watsn, Atrrep, Hipperholme, Yorks, Stutf Merchant 
Bradford Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Watsoy, Taomas, Chorlton on Medlock, Manchester, Hair- 
dresser Manchester Pet Jani19 Ord Jan 19 

Wensser, Water, Eim pk, Brixton Intl, Musica! Instru- 
ment Dealer High dourt Pet Jan20 Ord Jan2) 

Witxixsos, Rosert, jun, Ferryhill, Durham, Farm 

Durham Pet Jan20 Ord Jan DD 

Wituiams, Cuarces, Penrhiweeiber, Glam, Builder Aber- 
dare PetJan19 Ord Jan 19 

WwW many Se Ee aN, Holyhead, Saddler Bangor Pet Jan 20 

Youre, Geeta. Twyford, Hants, Builder Winchester 

Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Youserr, Groner Wituax, Colehill In, Fulham, Grocer 

High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 
FIRST MEETINGS, 

Assorr, Grorcre Evans, Kettering, Boot Manufacturer 
Feb 3 at2.30 Royal Hotel, Kettering 

Assort, Isanetta Rose, Margate, apy, & House Keeper 
Feb 2 at 12.30 Of Rec, 68, Castle st, Canterbury 

Binp, Wiritram Aagtare, Holcombe, nr Bath, Wesleyan 
Feb 1 at 1130 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, 

Branp, Lypia Axwa, Derby, Milliner Feb 1 at ill Off Rec, 
47, st, Derby 

Bvexianp, Eaxest Wiiuia, Littl , Confectioner 
Feb 2at3.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion b 

Buttarp, Hexay Howaxp, Stratford on Avon, Antique 
Farniture Dealer Feb 1 at 11 Off Rec, 8, High st, 
Coventry 

Bray, Wituiam Tomas, Plymouth, General Dealer Feb 1 
atll Off Reo, 6, Atheneum ter, Plymouth 

Car a CapEL, Leeds, Shoe Manufacturer Feb 1 at 11 Of 

Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Cawr?noase, _Watrtss, Barnaley, Fraiterer Feb at 10.15 
of i ie st, y 

Craske, Joux, wo Le go Leather Dresser 
2atil 191, Corporation st 

Coaiah Jouyn . Glam,” Grocer 


igh st, Merthyr Tydfil 
Cv rip au, Tool Maker Feb at 11.90 


Figtree in, Sheitield 
Merthyr Tyddl, Commercial 


Daviss, Jousx Curisrmas, 
Traveller Feb2ati2 135, High st, Merthyr 


Fed 1 at 12 


Fixpiry, Cuoss Detariatye, Savoy ct,Strand Feb 2 at 12 
Bankru bidgs, C 

Fciiau Eanest Bevraay, 

Clerk Feb 3 at 10.30 Of Ree, 9, 


eavitree, Devon, Commercial 
Bedford circus, 
ie 


Gooprear, Witutam Esuetsy, Leeds, Fancy Draper Fed 
latl2 Off Reo, 22, Park row, Leeds 
Gowntse, Groner Hoon, a vi School 

Feb latll County Court Office, High st, Lewes 
Guest, Sauvan, sau. Se 
atll Off Reo, 22, Park x row, Lends 
Sennen Sones Bolton, Bstate Agent Fed 1 at 11 19, 
ol st, Bolton 
Haany, Davin, _ Se. Glam, Labourer Fed 2 at 
S 117,8t Mary 


Faaycrs pay Loames, Sydenham, Medica 
actitioner Fed Tat 11.90 24, Railway app, Londen 
Haar, Hevay J, 


Livery Stale Keeper Feb 
a at 12. 191, Gorporetion st _ Biminghan 
Bosham, Suse 


Unasane, Barre, eerie worets 

B15 4, Pe 

baer. ae, See Ped Tat l2W ww, 
way app, Lande 

Joxna, Jexeuian, Mane Sa Staffs, Tailor’s Manager Fed 


Jost S Perens Cheitenhan Cncitent Peo 2at 315 County Court 


Ped 2 
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KE.ianp, Peter Jonx Coomez, Handsworth, Cycle Brake 
Manufacturer Feb 3 at 11 191, Corporation st, Bir- 


Kisesmay, Tuomas by) many East Dulwich Feb 8 at 2.30 
Bankrupty bldgs, Carey st 

Kisscusaum, L, St George’s rd, Kilburn Feb 1 at 12.30 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey at 

Lamwotts, C L, East Twickenham, Engineer’s Traveller 
Feb 2 at 12 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

Leowarp. James ALFRED, Rochester, Builder Feb 6at 11.30 
115, High st, Rochester 

Lewis, Epwarp Forp. Middlesbrough, Grocer Feb 3 at 
12.30 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesbro 

Lusinskt, Louts, "Warmington rd, Herne Hill, Leather 
Merchant Feb 3 at 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Micuar.s, Max, Upper st, Islington, tle Warehouze- 
man Feb i atli Bankruptcy blags, Carey st 

Mivatgzy, Josep. St Peter’s st, Hackney rd, Licensed 
Victualler Feb 1 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mitier, Wrxy Extuis, Kin — upon Hull, Theatrica) 

Feb1 at 11 rinity House In, Hull 

Mitygs, Grorce Henry, Heading! ley, Leeds, Commission 
Agent Feb 2at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Mitcus.,t, ALFRED, Northampton st, Bethnal Green, 
Public House Owner Feb3at12 Bankruptcy bldge, 


Mary, Grantham, Schoolmistress Feb 1 at 12 

ff Rec, 4, Castle pl. Park st, Nottingham 

me... Joun Grorcsz, Hassocks, Sussex, Decorator Feb 2 
at3 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

PEAKER, Ropert Duxcax, and Erxest Epwarp Ler, 
Doncaster, Grocers Feb 1lat12 Off Rec, Figtree In, 
Sheffield 

Porter, Samur. James, Torquay, Photographer Feb 3 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Paince, Josern Vincent, Coalbrookdale, Madeley, Salop, 
gare s Agent Feb 15 at 12.15 County Court 
Office, Madeley 

Rawson, Txomas, Carlton . Trent, Notts, Farmer 
Feb 7at 12 Off Ree, 4, © pl, Park st, Nottingham 

Ric#Harps, Grant, Park cres, Portland pl, Publisher Feb 1 

Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Seaee Sampson Curnow, Farnham, China Dealer Feb 
2 atl Rec, 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Speatt, js Ervest, King Stanley, Glos, Omnibus Pro- 
prietor Feb4at12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

ees Henry, Mexborough, Yorks, Draper Feb 

12.30 Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Srainaeass Josern, sen, Sunninghy. Yorks, Wheel- 
wright Feb 8at3 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Srevenson, JosePx, Hunslet, Leeds, Brass Finisher Feb 1 
at 1130 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

SToxkes, bie ge JaMEs, Earlsfield, Corn Dealer Feb 1 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Srvarr, AnTaur Horace, Macintosh pl, Cardiff, 
Feb 2at12 117. 8t Mary st, Cardiff 

Watsu, A.rrep, Hipperholme, Yorks, Stuff Merchant 
Feb 3 at 3.30 Off Rec, 29, Tyrrel st, Bradford 

Warp, Tom, Park, Sheffield, Painter Feb 1 at 1 
Figtree In, Sheffield 

Wet.s, Vickgemax, Shirbeck Quarter, nr Boston, Engi- 
neer FebSat2 Off Rec, 4 and 6, West st, Boston 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Kettering, Northampton, Boot 


et Dec 9 Ord Jan 21 
Bolton 


sie 


Grocer 


Off Ree, 


Asso1t, GrorcE Evans, 
Manufacturer Northampton 

Barxes, Epwarp, Bulton, Builder’s Merchant 
Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 

Bearpsore, Ett, pues, Staffs, Boatman Hanley Pet 
Jan 20 Ord 


ae Maacvs, . Rientugiete, Heisieeeee Birmingham 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Buckianp, Earnest Wii, Littlehampton, Confectioner 
Brighton Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 


Capitan, Carpet, Leeds, Shoe Manufacturer Leeds Pet 
Jan 1 an 18 


Eacuiestoxe, Jouy, Hamsterley, nr Witton le Wear, 
Durham, Mier Durham Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 
FELL, Frepesick, Ufton rd, Downham rd, Millinery Manu- 

acturer High Court Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 21 
Fise, Hares, Chrisp st, Poplar, Draper High Court Pet 
Jan 14 Ord Jan 19 
Forrest, Fanvy, eae, Milliner Lincoln Pet 
Jan 20 Ord Jan 
Fuuiam, Eryest ee. Heavitree, Devon, Commercial 
Clerk Exeter Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 
ForsvanD, James, and WittiAm Henry Davies, Swansea, 
Agents Swansea Pet Jan5 Ord Jan 19 
Guest, SamueL, Heac aay Se, Cycle Repairer Leeds 
et Jan 20 Ord Jan 
Hamer, Tuomas, Bolton, "Ratate Agent Bolton Pet Dec 
22 Ord Jan 21 
Hart, Francis Joun Lorimer, Sydenham. Medical Prac- 
titioner Greenwich Pet Jan 16 Ord Jan 20 
Hassart, James Haruy, Stalybridge, es Trondriller 
Arhton under Lyne Prt Jan2i1 Ord Jan 21 
Hrata, Cuar.es, Sheffield, Furniture Dealer Sheffield 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Jan 19 
Henriques, Ernest Sr Crain, Longridge, Lancs, Physician 
Preston Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 
Inisu, Henry, Lowestoft, Smackowner Gt Yarmouth 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 
Krrcuixe, Joszeen Guy, Gt Grimsby, anaes Bricklayer 
GtGrimsby Pet Janis Ord Jan 1 
Lamorte, Cectt Lacier, East fn nl Engineers’ 
Tra Brentford Pet Dec17 Ord Jan 20 
Lavenserx, Tuzopore, Charterhouse bldgs, Goswell rd, 
Mantle Manufacturer High Court Pet Dec 19 Ord 
Jan 19 
McCraw, » Marcon Hensert, crea ter High 
et Sept 2 Ord Jan 1 
MILyNeEs, eam Hevry, Hendin - a Sasie, Commission 
Agent Leeds Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 
Mitcag11, ARNOLD. wear Cabinet Maker Birming- 
ham Pet Dec15 Ord Jan 
Mowno, Donan, Buckingham Palace rd, Costumier High 
Court Pet Nov 25 Ord Jan 18 
Perkins, James } sw. Bridgend, Provision Merchant 
Cardiff Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 19 








Porter, Samugt James, sare, Photographer Exeter 


Pet Jani19 Ord Jan 

Poutton, James, West “y Chapel st, aes. Far Dealer 
High Court Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 2 

Rosorsky, ABRAHAM. Liverpool, ere late Liverpcol 
Pet Jan i8 Ord Jan 20 

SarrertAwaite, Isaac, Kirkbride, Cumberland, Farmer 
Carlisle Pet Jan21 Pet Jan 21 

Squires, Grorce Henry, sephoroneh, Yorks, Draper 
Sheffield Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Sratitesrass, Josepx, sen, Staaningley, ae. Wheel- 
wright Bradford Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 

@eamrer Arruur Lione., Erdington, ornek, Manufac- 
turer Birmingham Pet Jan2i Ord Jan 21 

Stevenson, Joserx, Hunslet, Leeds, Brass Finisher Leeds 
Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Sweetive, Witt1aM Cuarces, Balham High “ourt Pet 
Dec 19 Ord Jan 21 

TayLor, ALFRED Jouy, Erdington, Warwick, Grocer Bir- 
mingham Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Tsaompson, ArTHUR Wit.1AM, Bristol Bristol Pet Jan 10 
Ord Jan 

Vickers, Jonn Jacos, Whitehall ct High Court Pet 
Nov 22 Ord Jan 19 

Watsn, Atrrep, Hipperbolme, Yorks, Stuff Merchant 
Bradford Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Watson, THomas, Chorlton on Medlock, Hairdresser 
Manchester Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Wesper, Watter, Elm pk, Brixton hill, Musical Iostru- 
ment Dealer High Court Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 20 

Witxinson, Rosert, jun, Ferryhill, — 
Manager Durham Pet Jan20 Ord J 

Wittrams, Caarvzs, Penrhiwceiber, Glam. Builder Aberdare 
Pet Jan19 Ord Jan 19 

Younc, WILiiAm, aay Hants, Builder Winchester 
Pet Jan 19 Ord Jan 

Youncer, GrorcEr Wrtias, Colehili In, Fu'ham, Grocer 
High Court Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 20 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of Jan 13 :, 


Wiriram, Frisby on the Wreake, Leicester 
Pet Jan10 Ord Jan 10 


Ropwe tt, 
Le‘cester 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring 
Soxicrrors’ JOURNAL with regularity it 
requested that application be made direct 
the Publisher, at 27, Chancery-lane. F 


a | 
Annual Subscriptions, WHICH MUST BE Pap 
IN ADVANCE: SoLicrTrors’ JOURNAL a 


WEEKLY REPORTER, in Wrapper, 5 
post-free. SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL only. 268, 
‘oreign 30s. 4d. WEEKLY 


Country, 28s. ; 
REPORTER, in Wrapper, 26s.; Country ¢ 


Foreign, 28s. 


Volumes bound at the Office—cloth, 28. 9d. ; halj 
law calf, 5s. 6d. 





QoLtorroRs' EXAMINATIONS. —M 
THOMAS R. FROST, Solicitor, COACHES can 
dates for the Prelimuary, Intermediate, and Fin 
Examinations, in class or by correspondence.—For pa 
ticulars apply Tuomas R. Frost, 38, Chancery- 
London. 

Resvu_ts 1n Novemser —5 Final, 
PASSED. 


9 Inter. sat; A 








N° 2362 
STEAM 


MERRYWEATHER.LONCONW 
MERRYWEATHERS’ “ VALIANT ” 
PUMP AT WORK. 


MERRYWEATHER 


On FIRE PROTECTION and WATER SUPPLY 
To COUNTRY MANSIONS, ESTATES, &c. 


The *‘ VALIANT ’’ is adapted for every kind of 
Pumping Work, including — 

Fire Protection, 

Water Supply to Houses and Farms, 

Watering Cattle, 

Pumping Out Ponds, 

Irrigating Land, 

Watering Lawns and Gardens, 

Washing Hops, Fruit Trees, &c., &c. 


THE LICHTEST AND MOST POWERFUL PUMP ON 
THE MARKET. 


Weight 6} cwt. Simple in Construction. 


AS SUPPLIED TC 
; E. W. Harcourt, Esq. 
Earl Scarborough. 
Baron F. de Rothschild 
Hon. D. Waring. 


Earl Fitz 5 

Lord Gifford. 

Lord Pirbrieht. 

Sir Edward Malet (Monaco). 

Sidney Harrison, Esq., J.P. | Sir Phillip Egerton. 

Wilberforce Bryant, Esq. | Miss A. de Kothschild. 
A. MacKenzie, Esq., &c., &c. 


Write for Illustrated Pamphlet No. 8290. 
MERRYWEATHER & SONS, 63, LONG AGRE, W.C., LONDON, 


FIRE ENGINE MAKERS TO HM. THE KING. 











FALLEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


LimiTED. 
PRINTERS. 
LAW and PARLIAMENTARY. 


PARLIAMENTARY Britis, Minutes or Evipence, Books or 
REFERENCE, STATEMENTS OF CLaim, Answers, &c., &o. 


BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS, 
end all General and Commercial Work. 


Every description of Printing. 


Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL 
and WHEKLY REPORTER. 


NORWICH STREET, FETTER LANE, LONDON, E.C. 





S. FISHER, 188, Strand 














